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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 The aim of the dissertation

The aim of the present work is to investigate causative constructions in the Udmurt language
within the framework of the Minimalist Program and Distributed Morphology. Recent years
have seen a growing interest in the nature of the morphology-syntax interface. This thesis
aims to contribute to the discussion of how morphology and syntax interact. The dissertation
will present empirical evidence for the claims that i) word-formation is part of syntax, and ii)
causative constructions should be treated uniformly.

The dissertation investigates causative constructions containing lexical (or synthetic) and
syntactic (or productive) causatives, periphrastic causative constructions and their word-
formation properties, as well as the internal structure and argument structure of causatives.

My aim with this dissertation is to present an account of causative constructions in the

Udmurt language based on Miyagawa'’s (19B8¢ same-component hypothdsisJapanese.
This theory claims that all verbs that have the meaning component CAUSE are formed in the
same component of the grammar. | adopt this claim in the present study, arguing that this
component of the grammar in Udmurt, similarly to Miyagawa’s (1998) account for Japanese
causatives, is the syntax.

Causatives and their lexical and syntactic properties have been in the center of linguistic
studies in different fields of linguistics (e.g. Typology, Theoretical Linguistics, Language
Acquisition) for the last decades. The traditional treatment of causatives goes back to the
seminal work of Shibatani (1973). In this proposal synthetic causatives are formed in the
lexicon, while analytical causatives are formed in syntax. The syntactic differences between
the two kinds of causatives can be traced back to their origin. This traditional treatment is at

the heart ofLexical Functional Grammarapproaches to causatives, where the causative

morpheme can be seen as a RELATOR not just between the causer and the causee, but also

between the causing event and the basic event, and it functions as a three-place predicate:

! For a detailed description of Lexical Functional Grammar see Bresnan (2001).

12
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CAUSER<ag pt PRED> (cf. Alsina 1992, 1996). In these approaches lexical and synthetic
causatives belong to different levels of the grammar.

Contrary to this dual account, nowadays causatives are treated as a phenomenon on the
morphology/syntax interface and the central problem is to account for the difference between
the so-called synthetic versus analytical causatives in a unified account (cf. Baglini 2012).

Lexicalist approaches to the syntax-lexicon interface follow the idea ofStheng
Lexicalist Hypothesigcf. Pullum and Zwicky 1992), which assumes that the lexicon is an
active lexicon, and due to theexicon-Syntax Parameter, thematic arity operations may
appear both in the syntax and in the lexicon (e.g. Reinhart 2002; Reinhart and Siloni 2005).
However, these operations can never manipulate the theta-grids of theTlkerlexicon
interface guideling This means that the causative operation, which is certainly a thematic
arity operation (it modifies the theta-grid of the basic verb: the original agent becomes the
patient, and a new external argument functions as the agent of the predicate), can only appear
in the lexicon.

By contrast, accounts couchedDustributed MorphologyHalle & Marantz 1993, 1994)
treat lexical and syntactic causatives uniformly and propose that word-formation takes place
in syntax, while the narrow lexicon only stores roots and inflectional as well as derivational
elements. In the present dissertation | follow this latter syntactic analysis of causative
constructions based on Pylkk&nen’s (2002, 2008) approach to causatives.

Turning back to the narrow topic of the dissertation, | believe that causativization in
Udmurt is interesting not just because of its own syntactic properties, but also because via the
guestion of argument structure and causative operation, lots of other issues and problems have
arisen and needed to be solved (e.g. verb types, finite and non-finite structures, small clauses,
etc.). However, it is important to note that a lot of these questions are just partly solved or
handled in this work. | would like to consider this thesis as a starting point for a deeper and
more detailed examination of the syntactic properties of the Udmurt language, and | hope that
many linguists will critically review and revise my solutions and analyses, keeping Udmurt in
the flow of international linguistic discussions.

The rest of the Introduction Chapter is structured as follows: in section 1.2, | give
information on the Udmurt data, on the data collecting methods and on the style of the
examples in the course of the thesis. This will be followed by the most relevant grammatical
properties of the Udmurt language in section 1.3. Following this introduction to Udmurt, |
turn to the theoretical frameworks that this study adopts (section 1.4), the basic typological

classification of causative constructions (section 1.5), and the causative terminology used

13
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throughout the dissertation (section 1.6). The Introduction Chapter ends with the outline of the

dissertation (section 1.7).

1.2 The Udmurt data of the dissertation

In this section | give an overview of the linguistic data collected from the Udmurt language
for the present work.

It is a well-known fact that from a syntactic perspective, Udmurt is an under-studied
language; even descriptive syntactic works are rare. However, more and more theoretical and
typological studies have been published in recent years that consider narrower or wider topics
of Udmurt syntax (e.g. Edygarova 2009, 2010 on possessive case in Udmurt and Edygarova
2015 on negation; Asztalos 2010 on passive constructions; Georgieva 2012 on non-finite
subordination; F. Gulyas 2013 and F. Gulyas & Speshilova 2014 on impersonal constructions;
and Horvath 2013 on aspect markers, among others).

When detailed syntactic descriptive works are lacking, syntacticians’ aim is always
twofold: i) to collect relevant data with the help of surveys and questionnaires and ii) to
analyze this collected material. This work has also been written in accordance with this

double aim.

1.2.1  Acceptability judgments
Transformational generative grammar proposes a distinction between Internal language (or I-
Language) and External Language (or E-language) (cf. Chomsky 1986). Chomsky (1986)
argues that only I-language can be the subject of linguistic theories. E-language is
epiphenomenal; it is the result of I-Langudgen E-language of a community could also be
defined as the overlap of the individual I-languages of a population. The only way to study I-
language is via E-language.

The question of grammaticality seems to be problematic when a group of informants need
to judge the same set of sentences, because judgements often vary. Linguists agree that

instead of a coarse-grained grammaticality scale it is better to use a fine-grained scale. The

2 However, the necessity of a strict differentiation between I- and E-language has been called into question by

linguists like Kolb (1997) and Sternefeld (2001). Kolb (1997) and Sternefeld (2001) argue that considering I-
language as a ‘computational system’ does not allow it to be distinguished from E-language as a ‘processing
system’, because both are interpreted as ‘generative, procedural systems’. Instead of this traditional sense,
competence should be understood as a ‘declarative axiomatic system’ and performance as the store of
‘derivational, computational procedures’, ‘psychological restrictions’ and all the components which have an
effect on the behavior of the speakers (Vogel 2006).

14
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grammaticality boundary is individually defined by the linguist; this boundary is located
between the maximal and the minimal values of the scale. With this point defined, the multi-
valued scale can easily be divided into a ‘grammatical’ and an ‘ungrammatical’ part (Vogel
2006).

1.2.2  Data collecting method

The data in the dissertation come from two sources. The first and larger group is made up by
my collection during fieldworks (in three distinct periods between 2012 and 2013). My
informants are all Udmurt-dominant native speakers living in the territory of the Udmurt
Republic and their age ranges from 20 to 50. All the example sentences presented here are
based on their judgments.

The judgments were collected in a written form. The native-speakers got sentences and
they had to rate the sentences with numbers between 1-5, where 1 stood for ‘ungrammatical’
and 5 stood for ‘correc These kinds of multi-valued scales resulted in the so-called gradient
acceptability (cf. Vogel 2006). The sentences were presented in minimal pairs, such as in (1a-
b), and with the five-point scale | got statistically significant results, where significantly fewer

sentences were judged as ‘acceptable’ than ‘ungrammatical’.

(1) a.Sasha Mashajez knigajez  lydzytiz ‘grammatical’
Cama Marmaes KHHUTae3  JILLI3BITHS.
Sashaiom Mashaacc  bookacc readcAus.psT.3sG’
‘Sasha made Masha read the book.’

b. *Sasha Masha knigajez lydzytiz. ‘ungrammatical’
Cama Mama KHHUTae3 JIBLI3BITHS.
Sashaiom Mashanowm/(acc) bookacc readCcAUS.PST.3sG
‘Sasha made Masha read the book.’

The examples without citing the source come from my fieldwork.

®  The informants got the following instructions in Udmurt, illustrated with an example:

“Please mark the following sentences with a number from 1 to 5 where:

1 —itis not correct, not understandable

5 —itis correct, | would say it like this

2-3-4 - the sentence would be judged differently - it may be correct or incorrect”

*  The list of abbreviations used in the dissertation is given on pages 10-11.

15
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The second group of the examples comes from descriptive grammars of the Udmurt

language; here the main sources of the data are two works of Winkler (2001, 2011).

1.2.3 The examples

The Udmurt examples are given in four lifes:

(2) Example sentence in Latin transcription
Example sentence in Cyrilfic
glosg
‘English translation’

Throughout the dissertation, in the transcription both of the Udmurt and the Russian
examples, | follow the British Standard (Oxford Style Manual 2003).

1.3 The Udmurt languagé
Udmurt is a minority language from the Permic branch of the Uralic language family, spoken

in the Volga-Kama Region of the Russian Federation. The closest related languages are the
Komi and the Komi-Permyak languages.

> | diverge from this four-line example-style only when | cite examples from somebody else’s work, because

in these cases | have kept the original example-style and also the original transcriptions. In some cases | skip one
of the lines (the glossing or the original Cyrillic) because it is not relevant in the context.

® | consider it important to have all the examples in Cyrillic for two reasons: 1. The national writing system is
Cyrillic in Udmurtia, 2: the Latin transcription is problematic in some cases.

" For glossing, | follow théeipzig Glossing Rules

In this sectiorl provide the reader with a brief background on thenurt language, only concentrating on

the relevant grammatical questions. It can be skipped by those who are familiar with the grammar of Udmurt.

8
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Uralic Languages

//////\\

Finno-Ugric Languages Samoedic Languages
Ugric Finno-Permic Northern Samoedic South Samoedic
. 1 |
Hungarian Ob-Ugric Permic Volgaic Nganasan Selkup

2y I : E:".ct: Sayan Samoedic (extnct)
Kharty (ostyak) Mans: (vogul) Ko (oman) ! -
Udmurt (votyak)

|
|
Finno-Volgaic | Trans-Baltic - Finnic
| '
Man | ' E-‘.-—:;lsh (Suomalamen)
Mordva (Erzya, Moksha) | ' Karel (karyalemen)
| ,' Veps
(' Izhora (Inken)
14 Voda
1] Estorsan (Virolanen)
Vv Loww
Saam
(Lopar)

Picture 1: Uralic language familjudmurt is marked with a squate)

Picture 2: Location of the Udmurt Republic (marked with the darker'8pot)

According to the 2010 census the number of native speakers is 552 299 and the Udmurt

population became bilingual in the 20th century (Salanki 2007). Language contact with the

°® The language tree is from:

http://www.policy.hu/filtchenko/Documenting%20Eastés20Khanty/Eastern%20Khanty%20Map.htm
9" The map is from https://hu.wikipedia.org/wiki/Udmurtf%C3%B6ld
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Russian language began in the 12th-13th centuries, but the connection became stronger during
the Soviet Era and today interferences appear at all linguistic levels (Salanki 2007).

In addition to the Russian language, Udmurt has a permanent contact with the other Uralic
languages such as Mari, Komi and Turkic languages such as Bashkir and Tatar.

While the language has an official status in the Republic, it is the second official language
of the Udmurt Republic declared by the Constitution in 1994, the use of the language is
limited both in the official and public spheres; Udmurt is mostly used in domestic spheres
(Speshilova 2008).

Despite these facts, we can see the revitalization of the language due to the Internet.
Udmurt has a very lively community — mainly from the young generation — who use their
language in the virtual sphere. This virtual world means blogs, public media, online websites.
For instance, Udmurt is one of the small Finno-Ugric languages that have a Wikipedia in their

own languagé’

1.3.1  Characteristics of Udmurt

In this section | will present the main characteristics of the Udmurt language. | will focus on

those properties which are relevant for the dissertation. Understanding the main syntactic
properties like basic word order and the nature of subordination and negation will help the
reader follow the examples through this work. The sub-section about morphology contains
only the basic morphological rules, e.g. the order of the affixes and the one-to-one

correspondence rules between function and form.

1.3.1.1 Main syntactic properties
In the descriptive literature Udmurt is considered to be an SOV language (see Vilkuna 1998,
Winkler 2001, 2011, Timerkhanova 2011). The word order of the language is not strict,
however, as it can be affected, for instance, by the information structure of the sentence (see
Tanczos 2011, Asztalos 2012).

Recent studies on the basic word order (see Asztalos & Tanczos 2014), complementizers
(see Tanczos 2013b, 2015) and relative clauses (see Dékany & Tanczos 2015) show that there
is an ongoing parameter change from OV to VO in today’s language. This is probably due to

the influence of the Russian language, which is a head-initial language (see Baylin 2012).

11

https://udm.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D0%9A%D1%83%D1%82%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%BE%D0%BD_%D0%B
1%D0%B0%D0%BC

18



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

It is well-known from the typological literature that the OV-VO parameter is a predictor of
other word order correlations (table from Croft 2003: 72; see also Greeberg 1963, Lehman
1973, Vennemann 1974, Hawkins 1983, Dryer 1992):

ov VO ov VO
Clausal orders SV VS Phrasal orders Post Prep
Vaux AuxV GN NG
VAdv AdvV RelN  NRel
VSubr SubrVv AN NA
PurpV Vpurp DemN NDem
OcompV VOcomp NumN NNum
SentQ Qsent AdvA AAdv

Table 1:Word order correlations

Testing the basic word order in Udmurt, we found that in today’'s language both the SOV
and the SVO orders, presented in examples (3a) and (3b), can function as the basic word
order. There is no semantic or pragmatic difference between the two sentences; both can be

understood as a non-derived word order (see Asztalos & Tanczos 2014).

(3) a.Sasha kniga lydziz
Cama KHHUTAa JIBLI3U3.
Sashaiom  book.acc) readpsST.3sG
‘Sasha read a book.’

b. Sasha lydziz kniga.
Cama JIBIA3U3 KHHTA.
Sashanom  readpsT.3sG book.Acc)

‘Sasha read a book.’

This shows that due to the OV-VO parameter change the basic word order has been shifting
from SOV to SVO and in today's Udmurt two competing strategies can be observed. The
grammaticality judgment tests aiming to find out the basic word order of the language show

that the use of the SOV or SVO order is influenced by the preference of the speaker. Russian-
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dominant native speakers use the SVO order more frequently than Udmurt-dominant or
‘purist’ native speakers.

Within the clausal domain, the original head-final property is present in the order of the
auxiliary and the finite verb (4).

(4) Sasha kniga lydze val
Cama KHHTa JIBLI3E Bal
Sashavom  book.Acc) readesT.3sG was

‘Sasha has been reading a book.’

It is clear that the head-final to head-first parametric change has not reached verb-auxiliary

constructions deeply: of the auxiliaries, only bygatyay’ can precede the verb.

(5) a. Korkud adamily mi  [bygattkom sotyny] 30 talon toléaz
every marbAT we carRRS1IPL  giveINF 30 coupon montbET.ILL
‘We can give 30 coupons per month to everybody.’
b. Var aristjos 0g-ogzes uzazy vogtyny bygato].
every artiseL each_otherf.POSSACC job.LL .3PL.POSSSubstitutanF canPRS3PL

‘All of the artists can substitute for each other.’
(Asztalos & Tanczos 2014)

As for phrasal orders in Udmurt, the head-final property seems to be very strict. The
language prefers postpositions instead of prepositions (6a), adjectives always precede the
noun (6b), and so do numerals (6¢) and possessors (6d).

(6) a.Sasha [korka doryn] syle
Cama KOpKa JOpPBIH  CBUID.
SashaloMm housenom  at stanRs3sG

‘Sasha is standing at the house.’

b. Sasha gord mashina *gord bashtiz
Cama ropA MalluHa ropx  6aceTus.
Sashalom red car4cc) red buypsT.3sG

‘Sasha bought a red car.’
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c. Sasha kyk mashina *kyk  bashtiz.
Cama KbIK MallliHa KBIK 0achTH3.
Sashalom two car.Acc) two buypPsT.3sG

‘Sasha bought two cars.’

d. Sashalen mashinajez  *Sashalen uramyn syle
Camaix MalllMHAaEe3 CamaisH  ypaMblH CBhLID
SashaEN car.3G Sasha&EN streetNESS  standPST.3sG

‘Sasha’s car stands on the street.’

There is one parameter in the phrasal orders, however, where the OV-VO change appears
very clearly: the RelN/NRel parametérln Udmurt — similarly to the other Uralic languages
— the original relative clause is prenominal and non-finite and there is no relative

complementizer or relative pronoun in the clause (7).

(7) Sasha [pes’atajen puktepkorkan kyk ar ule in’i
Sashaiom grandfathemsTrR  built.PRThouseNESs two year liverRs3sG already
‘Sasha has been living in the house that was built by his grandfather for two years.’

(Dékany & Tanczos 2015)

But in the contemporary language the finite, postnominal relative clause also appears,
following the Russian pattern. In these clauses the overt relativizer is obligatory (8).

(8) veras'ki todmo-jenym [kudiz  jarat-e/jarat-i kochysh-jos}ty
talk.PST1sG friend-1SGINESS  REL.NOM like-PRS3sd like-PST.3SG catPL-ACC

‘| talked to my friend who likes/liked cats.’

(Dékany & Tanczos 2015)

It is proposed that this shift from the prenominal, non-finite to post-nominal finite relative
clauses can appear in the language because finite subordination is already in the language (see
Dékany & Tanczos 2015).

12 For a detailed analysis of the development of relative clauses in Udmurt and also in Khanty, see Dékany &
Tanczos (2015).

21



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

Subordination in today’s Udmurt can be both finite and non-finite. Winkler (2001) divides
subordinate clauses into three types: “a) those with a finite verb and a subordinative
conjunction resp. relative pronoun, b) those with a finite verb and without a subordinative
conjunction resp. relative pronoun, c) those with an infinite verbal form and without a
conjunction” (Winkler 2001:73).

Finite subordination is definitely a new development in the language, since it is well-
known from the Finno-Ugric literature that Proto-Uralic did not have either finite
subordinations or complementizers. On the one hand, the appearance of these constructions is
connected to the strong influence of the Russian language on Udmurt. On the other hand, it
also seems to be connected to the OV-VO parametric change in the language and the
evolution of the left periphery of subordinate sentences.

Based on their origin, complementizers can be divided into three different groups: a) those
which are borrowed from Russian (e.g. shto ‘that’), b) those which developed from an Udmurt
postposition (e.gbere ‘after’) and c) those which developed from an Udmurt verb (e.g.
shuysa ‘that’). As for their position, the complementizers that developed from Udmurt
postpositions or verbs can appear in two positions in the clause (see examples 9a-b): at the
beginning of the clause (e.g. maly ke shuono ‘because’) or at the end of the clause (e.g. shuysa
‘that’ or ke ‘if’). Borrowed complementizers always appear at the beginning of the clause,
following the syntactic properties of the Russian language'{9c).

(9) a.Mon finn kylly dyshetskisko, maly ke shuono chukaze
MoH  ¢UHH  KBULIBI JBIIIETCKUCBKO  MaJIbl K€ LIYOHO dyKa3e
1sG Finnish languageaT learnPRS1sG because tomorrow

ekzamen luoz
JK3aMEH  JIyo3
testiNST beFuT.3sG

‘I am studying Finnish because there will be an exam tomorrow.’

B There is an interesting complementizer doubling going on in the language as well. In these constructions both

the original and the Russian complementizer appear in the clause, the Russian one at the beginning of the clause,
following the Russian rules, and the Udmurt one at the end of the clause, following the Udmurt syntactic rules
(for a detailed discussion of this topic see Tanczos 2013b):

i. Mon malpas’ko, ¢to ton  bertod Suisa
[.NOM thinkPRS1SG  that (Ru) G come_homeuT.2sG  that (Ud)
‘| think you will come home.’
(Tanczos 2013b:5)
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b. Mon  finn kylly dyshetskysal, chukaze
MoH  ¢UHH  KBULIBI JBIIIETCKBICAIL qyKes3d
1sG Finnish languageAT learnCOND.PRS1SG ~ tomorrow
ekzamen luoz ke.
9K3aMCH J1yo3 K€
testiNsT  beFuT.3sGif

‘I would learn Finnish if there was an exam tomorrow.’

c. Mon malpasko, shto ton bertod.
Mon  manmachko, YTO TOH oepTo.
1sG thinkPrRs1sGc  that 3G come.homeuT.2SG

‘| think you will come home.’

Word order in the embedded clause is similar to that in the simple clause, thus the basic word
order can be either SOV or SVO, depending on the preference of the speaker.

In Udmurt, there are at least 10 different nonfinite forms (Winkler 2001, 2011, Georgieva
2012). This rich nonfinite morphology is a common property of the Uralic languages.
Nonfinite subordination is preferred to finite subordination even in those languages in which
finite subordinators have already appeared due to Russian influence (Tanczos 2013a).

What is common to the nonfinite verbs of Udmurt is that they lack tense morphology. They
differ regarding the agreement features, however, since gerunds (and their negative form as
well) bear agreement, while infinitives and participles do'fAdtis is illustrated in Table 2

where only those nonfinites are set in boldface that are able to bear agr&ement:

Infinitive Participles Gerunds™
present/progressive/active: mood-, tense- and state adverbg:
-ny -s-(assertive) -sa (assertivéjtek (negative)

-stem- Qegative)

perfect/past/passive or active: simultaneity:

14| thank Ekaterina Georgieva for discussions on agreement with non-finites in Udmurt and the data in Table 2.
5 Traditionally non-finite agreement is called possessive suffix.

% The termonolgy 'gerund’ is used differently in Finno-Ugric studies and in theoretical linguistics. In the rest
of the thesis | follow the terminology of theoretical linguistics and call these verb forms participles or converbs.
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-(e)m- (@ssertiveymte-(negative) -ku-

Temporal limitation:

-toz-
future/perfect?/passive: obligation:
-(o)no (assertively(o)ntem (egative) -(o)no
potential: potential:

-mon (assertiveyhontem (negative) |-mon (assertive)montem (negative)

perfect/resultative causative:
passive: -(e)mys- (assertiveymtey-
-(e)myn @ssertivelymte/-¢)myn 6vol (negative)
(negative) -(e)men- @ssertiveymteen-
(negative)

Table 2: The System of the nonfinite verbs in Udmurt (Georgieva 2012: Table 1)

As Georgieva (2012) argues, nonfinite verbs in adverbial and temporal clauses bear
agreement features and they can agree either with the subject of the matrix clause or with the

subject of the embedded clause:

(10) a. Berty-tozh-ar mon Sasha-jez tros gine adzhy-I-i Ai.
OepTHI-TO3-5IM MOH Cama-e3 TpoC THHD aa3bl-N-d HHA
come.backNFIN-1SG  1SG theyAcC manyonly se&REQPST1SG already

‘While | was coming home, | saw Sahsa many times.’

b. [So berty-tozh-3z tort-ez mon ug jotylys’ky
co OepThI-TO3-513 TOPT-23 MOH yr HOTBUIBICHKBI
heNom come.backyFIN-3sG cakeAcC nobody NEG.PRS1 touchsG

‘I do not touch the ribbon until he comes back.’

If there is no agreement on the non-finite then the sentence has a null subject with arbitrary
reference (Georgieva 201%).

7| thank Ekaterina Georgieva for the examples in (11).
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(11) a. [Bozhja-ku] predlozheni-len pum-az tochka pukt-o.
write-NFIN sentenceseN end-3G.INESS  fullstop.@acC) putPRS3PL

‘When writing, one puts a fullstop at the end of the sentence.’

b. [Gozhja-ku-z}y predlozheni-len pum-az tochka pukt-o.
writeNFIN-3PL  sentenceseN end-3G.INESS  fullstop.@acC) putPRs3PL

‘When writing, they put a fullstop at the end of the sentence.’

Negation in Udmurt can be expressed in three different structures: a) with a negative verb,
b) with a negative suffix and c) with negative particles (Edygarova 2015).

In standard negation (for a definition see Miestamo 2005) a negative verb is used. In these
negative constructions the negative verb agrees with the subject in person and the main verb

agrees with it in number (12).

(12) a.Mon shkolaje u-g myni-s’k-y
Mon IKojlae  y-r MBIHI-CHK-BI.
1sG schoolLL NEG-1 gOPRSSG

‘I do not go to school.’

b. Mi shkolaje  u-m myni-s’k-e
Mu mKoJlae  y-M MBIHI-ChK-€.
1rL schoolLL NEG-1 gO-PRSPL

‘We do not go to school.’

In addition, the negative verb indicates tense, since there are two negative verlufasns:

used in the present and future and 6- is used in the past (1Ba-c).

(13) a.Mon  shkolaje u-g myni-s’k-y
Mon mIKojgae  y-T MBIHI-CHK-BI.
1sG schoolLL NEG-1 gO-PRSSG

‘I do not go to school.’

18 For an exhaustive description of the system of negative verbs and negation, see Edygarova (2015).
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b. Mon  shkolaje u-g myn-y
Mon  mkomae y-r MBIH-bI.
1sG schoolLL NEG-1 g0SsG

‘I will not go to school.’

c. Mon shkolaje  0- myn-y
MoHn IKojlac  O-H MBIH-BI.
1sG schoolLL NEG-1 QoSG

‘| did not go to school.”’

As for the position of the negative verb, it immediately precedes the main verb. Only
particles, short adverbs and the complemente€if’ can intervene between the two verbs
(24).

14 SO u-g na uZza.
3SG NEG.PRS3 yet worksG

‘(S)he does not work yet.’
(Edygarova 2015:2)

In the 2 past tensé® negation is formed either with the suffimte (15a) or with the

negative particle 6vill5b)?°

(15) a. Sasha skolaje myny-mte.
Cama IKOJa€  MBIHBI-MT).
SashaloM schooliLL go-PST.PRT

‘Sasha did not go to school (it was said).’

¥ The 2nd past tense is traditionally called 2nd preterite tense, which is the name of the non-evidential past
tense in the Finno-Ugric literature.

2 The two forms are used equally in the literary language, but there is a difference in the origin of the two
negations. The analytic form originated in the Northern dialect, while the synthetic form originated in the
Southern dialect.
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b. Sasha skolaje ovél myn-em.
Cama IIIKOJIae OBOJ MBIH-3M.
Sashalom schooliLL NEG go-Il.PST.3sG

‘Sasha did not go to school (it was said).’

The particledvol is also used in existential (16a), locative (16b) and possessive (16c¢)

sentences.

(16) a.kar-in zoopark(-ez) V.

city-INE  z00(-3G) NEG

‘There is no zoo in the city.’
(Edygarova 2015:15a)

b. mon nulesk-in  (ewel).
1sGforestiNE  NEG
‘I am (not) in the forest.
(Edygarova 2015:13a)

C. so-len kondon-ez _elk
3SGGEN money-3G NEG
‘(S)he has no money.’
(Edygarova 2015:16a)

As shown by the examples above, the negative paidideéis clause final (16a-c) or it can
precede the finite verb (15b). There are three other negative particles whose position is the
same as that of the negative verb, i.e. they precede the main verb. One is used in conditionals
(17a), another other in imperatives (17b), and the third one in optatives (17c).

(17) a.Mon  finn kylly 0j  dyshetskysal, chukaze
Mon  ¢uHH  KBULIBI Off  JmBIIETCKBICAI fykaze

1sG Finnish languageAT NEG learnCOND.PRS1SG  tomorrow

ekzamen uz luy ke.
JK3aM€H Y3 JIYBI Ke
testINST NEG.FUT.3 besc if
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‘I would not learn Finnish if there was not an exam tomorrow.’

b.En myn!
OH MbIH!
NEG QO

‘Don’t go!’

c. adami-os meda-z e Su-fko.
humanpL NEG.OPT-3 be.illPL  sayPRS1SG
‘| say (this) lest people should fall ill.’
(Edygarova 2015:10)

1.3.1.2 Morphology

The Udmurt language, like all languages belonging to the Uralic family, has a rich inflectional

and derivational morphological system. Since Udmurt is a strongly agglutinative language, its
morphology is very transparent. The majority of affixes are suffixes, and the function and the
form mostly have a one-to-one correspondence (Winkler 2001, 2011), as illustrated in the

following example:

(18) vera-sky-li-s’ko-dy
BEpa-ChKbI-TH-CbKO-]IbI
ROOT-REFL-FREQ-PRS2PL
‘you talk to each other often’
(Winkler 2001:13)

As shown in example (18), the verbrany‘to speak’ first takes two derivational elements, a
reflexive and a frequentative suffix, and then two inflectional elements, a time and a subject-

marker. The general pattern of the order of the stem and the affixes is the following:

(19) (prefix) - stem - derivational suffix(es) - inflectional suffix(es) - cltics
(Winkler 2001)

2L Clitics such asa, the Y/N-question marker.
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Nonetheless, there are some exceptions in the language, namely suffixes with more than
one function. One of these special cases is the seffifeZ because this suffix has at least

three different functions in the languae.

1.3.2 Valence-changing affixes

After presenting the main syntactic and morphological properties of the Udmurt language, in
the following paragraphs single morphological elements will be discussed, namely those that
have a central role in causativization.

Turning to the derivational items, Udmurt has two important valence-changing suffixes:
the so-called reflexive suffixs’k- and the causative suffix-. As shown in the examples
below, both have an important role in the causative/non-causative alternation. The non-
causative variant — if marked — is always marked-dlg-, while the causative variant is

marked by the morpheme -as we have seen in example (#1).

(20) a. azinsk-yny’ b) azint-yny
A3NH-CK-bIHbI A3UH-T-bIHBI
resultNCAUS-INF resultcAUS-INF
‘to develop’(NcAaus) ‘to develop’€Aus)

1.3.2.1 The function of the&- marker
As shown above, the morphentemarks the causative variant of the alternation. However, it

has two further important functions as well.

(i) Productive causative marker:

As shown in example (21), the morphertigs the productive causative marker in Udmurt.

(21) a. Sasha gozhtetez gozht-iz
Carma TOXKTAITI3 TOXT-U3
SashanoMm letteracc  write-PST.3sG

‘Sasha wrote the letter.’

The variant with) appears after vowel stems.

This suffix will be important later on because it has an important role in causativization, too.

For more on the non-causative/causative alternation, see Chapter 2.

The form sk is an allomorph ofs’k- appearing in a special environment which is not discussed here.
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b. Sasha Mashajez gozhtetez gozhyy-
Cama Maimmaes TOXTATI3 TOXTBI-T-I3
SashanoM Mashaacc letteracC  write-CAUS-PST.3SG

‘Sasha made Masha write the letter.’

(i) Verbalizer:

As shown in example (22), the morpherieatso functions as a verbalizer in Udmurt.

(22) a.Sasha vamysh ljog-iz
Cama BaMBIIII JI€r-u3
Sashanom stepNoM  makepPST.3SG

‘Sasha took a step.’

b. Sasha vamyshiz.
Cama BaMBIII-T-I3
Sashanom  take.a.step~PAST.3SG
‘Sasha took a step.’

As is shown in (22), the morphemeigresponsible for the verbal category.

1.3.2.2 The functions of the ks marker
In addition to serving as the non-causative marker, the morpkekadas other functions,
too. According to Kozmacs (2008), this morpheme has at least four different derivational

functions in the grammar.

(i) It creates reflexive verbs:

(23) a.Pisej asse achiz korma
[Tucoit acca ayu3 KopMa
kitty.NOoMm selfacc selfNOoM  scratchPRS3sG
‘The kitty scratches herself.’
(Kozmacs 2008:32a)
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b. Pisej korma-s’k-e.
IIucon KOpMa-CbK-€.
kitty.NOoMm scratch.herselREFPRS3SG
‘The kitty scratches herself.’
(Kozmacs 2008:32b)

The argument structure of the verbs in (23a-b) contains an agent and a theme, and both
arguments are obligatory. However, while in the argument structure of the verb in (23a) the
agent and the theme do not have to be coreferent with each other, in (23b) the implicit theme

has to be coreferent with the agent, and so it does not need to be visible.

(ii) It creates unergative verbs:

(24) a.Petyr bakchaze kopa.
[Tetsip Oak4asn KOIIa.
Petemiom garden.8GAcCC hoePRS3SG

‘Peter hoes his garden.’

(Kozmécs 2008:82)

b. Petyr bakchayn kopakse
[Tetwip OakyabIH KOITIa-ChK-€.
Petemiowm gardenNESS hOeREFPRS3SG

‘Peter hoes in the garden.’

(Kozmacs 2008:82)

In (24) the vertkopany‘to hoe’ is a transitive verb with an agent and a theme argument. The
verb kopaskyny‘to hoe’, on the other hand, is an intransitive-unergative verb with no theme
argument. Similarly to the verkormaskyny ‘to scratch’ in (23b),kopaskyny ‘to hoe’
prohibits the appearance of the theme argument. The direct object of the transitive variant can

(but does not have to) occur in the sentence as a locative adjunct (24b).
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(iii) It creates unaccusative verbs:

(25) a. Soje todmo vrach emja.
Coe TOAMO Bpay 3MbS.
heacc known doctoNOM  curePRS3sSG
‘It is a known doctor, who cures him.’
(Kozmécs 2008:79a)

b. So todmo vrach doryn emja-sik-e
Co TOAMO Bpau JOPBIH  3MBbA-CbK-€.
henom known doctomom  at heaREFPRS3sSG

‘It is at the known doctor, where he heals.’
(Kozmacs 2008:79b)

The ‘surface’ subject of unaccusative verbs is the ‘deep’ object (Levin & Rappaport Hovav
1995, henceforth: L & R H 1995). This can be seen in (25a) and @8tjany‘to cure’ has
an agent and a patient argument. However, in (25b), containing themgskyny‘to heal’,
only the patient of (25a) may appear, while the agent vrach ‘doctor’ is not allowed.

As we have seen, the morphens&k- has different functions in Udmurt. Therefore the
following assumption appears to be reasonable: functions (i)-(iii) of the morpheme can be

traced back to one basic function, namely the reduction of the theme argument.

(iv) Passivizatiorf®

% The most common passive suffix in Udmurt is f@mynparticipial marker:

(i) So zale pydloges intyjamyn
Co 3am TIBIJIOT3C HHTBISIMBIH.
it hall.iLL  back placeAss

‘It is placed to the back into the hall.’
(Kozmécs 2008:99c)

However, the existence of the passive in Udmurt has been debated in the literature. Adapting the classification of
Siewierska (2001), Asztalos (2010) states that participial constructions are canonical passives because they fulfill
two syntactic constrains: i) the subject of the passive sentence is the object of the original sentence, ii) the
subject of the original sentence can be expressed by an oblique argument in the passive. F. Gulyas & Speshilova
(2014) go further and adapt a pragmatic constraint of Siewierska (2011). They argue that the use of these
passives is restricted to a specific resultative meaning compared to their active counterparts. They argue,
however, that these criteria are valid only for transitive-base passives. The real passive nature of intransitive

32



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

(26) Soku  kyk choshen busyyn luozy: odigez bas'ti-s’k-0z,
Coky KbIK HoIleH OyCBIBIH JIyO3Bbl: oniire3 0achTH-ChK-03,

then two togethansTrR fieldINESS  beFuUT.3PL ONeDET takeREFFUT.3SG

nosh muketyz kel'tis’koz.
HOIII MYKETBI3 KEJIbTH-CBK-03.
and othepeT leaveREFFUT.3SG

“Then two men will be in the field: one will be taken and the other3éft.’
(Matthew 24,40; Kozmacs 2008:96a)

Passivization withs’k- is very common in the text of the Bible (see (26), which is a sentence
from the new translation of the Gospel by Matthew). In the Udmurt passive sentence the agent

either remains unexpressed or it appears with the postposition py2Hy

(27) kyshnomurten, pe, shud pyr saptas’keme ug poty
KBIIITHOMYPT3H, IIE, LIyd OBIP calnracbKeMe yr IIOTHI
WOmanINSTR ~ so.to.speak  court through mreRT.1SG NEG.2 COMESG
‘I would not like to be mired with this woman by the court.’

(Kozmécs 2008:95)

However, F. Gulyas & Speshilova (2014) argue tls8--can appear in constructions
where the object is marked with accusative case and the subject is absent. In these sentences
the verb bears a®person plural marker and the Agent can be expressed by a noun phrase

bearing Instrumental case.

(28) Perepec/-ez s'i-is’kiz (anaj-en)
perepechfom)/-ACC  eatREFLPST.3SG  MothermsT
‘The perepech was eaten (by the mother).’
(F. Gulyas & Speshilova 2014:9b)

constructions is questionable, and they call these impersonal passives. F. Gulyas & Speshilova (2014) show that
this is an intermediate stage between R-impersonal and passive constructions.
2" The English translation is from the New King James Version.
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Since these constructions have different syntactic properties than passives formed
with -emyn, F. Gulyds & Speshilova (2014) consigé¢-constructions R-impersonals (in the
sense of Siewierska 2011). R-impersonal means that the construction is impersonal with an

indefinite or non-referential human Agent.

1.3.3. The suffixez/jezin Udmurt®

In this section the suffixatiorez/jezwill be discussed. As will be shown, this suffix appears

in various constructions in the Udmurt syntax, and thanks to this characteristic, it has been
analyzed in many different ways. In the following | propose a comprehensive analysis for the
different functions of this suffixation and | assume that the common feature in the uses of the

suffix is the notion of ‘associability’.

1.3.3.1 A general picture of the different functions of the suffix
The morphemeez/jezhas always been in the interest of studies both as an accusative (e.g.
Csucs 1980, Kel'makov-Hannikainen 1999, Kontratjeva 2002, 2010, Kozmacs 2007, among
others) and as a possessive marker (e.g. Nikolaeva 2003, Edygarova 2009, 2010, Assmann et
al. 2013, among others). This interest shows that this morpheme has a central position in the
syntax of the Udmurt language. Based on previous studies, Winkler (2001, 2011) identifies
four main functions for the morphemezfjez.

The first important function of theez/jezaffix is to mark the accusative casahen the

direct object of the transitive verb is definife:

(29) a. Sasha kniga lydziz.
Cama KHHTa JIBLI3U3.
SashaloM book.cc) readpsT.3sG

‘Sasha read a book.’

% | thank Barbara Egedi for the discussions on the functions of the s#fjgzn Udmurt and on definiteness
and associability in general.

2 |n addition to theez/jezvariants, accusative case has two more markgrsind-ty, but they are used only
in the plural. In the literary language these two markers are used as free alternants, but oyigowites from

the Northern dialect andy-from the Southern dialect of Udmurt.

% For more information on direct object marking, see section 1.3.3.3.3
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b. Sasha kniga-jez lydziz.
Carma KHHTAa-€3  JIBLO3U3.
Sashaiom bookacc readrsT.3sG

‘Sasha read the book.’

In example (29a) the Nkhiga ‘book’ appears in the sentence without a visgle case, and
it can be interpreted both as a verb modifier or an indefinite object. In (29b) the direct object
is encoded witlacc case and it has a definite meaning: ‘the book’. However, it will be shown
that the picture is not so simple: it is not the case that only definite direct objects bear
accusative case.

The affix -ez/jezis also the possessive marker of tffep@rson singular, as exemplified in
(30).

(30) Sashalen kniga-jez
CamaimH KHHTa-e3
Sasha&GEN book-FG
‘the book of Sasha’

The appearance e€z/jezon the possessum is obligatory, the absence of the morpheme in the
possessive construction is ungrammatical.
In her dissertation on possessive constructions in Udmurt, Edygarova (2010) argues that

possessive suffixes in the language can be used in two different functions: i) marking the

possessum, what she calls possessive use, and ii) marking an agreement relation, what she

calls functional use. In the latter case the possessive suffix creates a relation between its
referent (marked by the possessive suffix e.g. on a nonfinite predicate) and another constituent
of the sentence.

As a derivational morpheme, the affiez/jezcan nominalize almost every construction in
Udmurt (see Alatyrev 1970, Winkler 2001, 2011), as the following example shows, where the

affix is attached to the construction ton ponna ‘because of you’:

35



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

(31) ton ponna-jez
TOH ITIOHHA-C3
you because.affoMIN
‘who/which is because of you’
(Winkler 2001:13)

To extend the observation of Alatyrev (1970) and Winkler (2001, 2011), | assume that in
these constructions the affbez/jezis not just a nominalizer but it also functions as a
determiner of the whole DP and in addition it also marks contrast.

Udmurt does not have a definite article. The last function of the adfijezlisted by
Winkler (2001, 2011) is to mark definiteness.

(32) guzhdor wvylyn turyn-ez  cheber
TYKI0p BBUIBIH TYpPBIH-33 uebep
meadow on gragseF  beautiful
‘On the meadow the grass is beautiful.’
(Winkler 2001:323*

In the following paragraphs | will try to give a comprehensive picture of the syntactic and
semantic properties of the morphensz/jezboth as the accusative case marker and as a
marker of definiteness, and more generally as the marker of the pragmatic category
associability. Since the accusative case marker originates from the same affix, we can see the
pathway of grammaticalization from marking the extensive use of possessive (in the sense of

Fraurud (2001)) to an accusative case marker.

1.3.3.2 Extensive use of the possessdzjezin Udmurt

The extensive use of possessives in many Uralic languages is well known and has been
extensively documented in the descriptive literature. It is repeatedly pointed out that the third
person and sometimes the first and the second person singular possessive suffixes are used
“determinatively”, “as definite articles” or “instead of definite articles” (e.g. Collinder 1960;
Schlachter 1960; Kramsky 1972, Rédei 1988, Leinonen 1998), or in little bit wider sense they

are used to mark definiteness of the noun (see e.g. Collinder 1960, Kinnap 2004, or

3 The example sentence originally appeared in Alatyrev (1970) and since then it has been used in many related
studies. In the course of this work | always cite the relevant study instead of the original one.
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Nikolaeva 2003). In the Uralic languages the possessive suffix is assumed to have developed
out of a personal pronoun that was an enclitic already in Proto-Uralic (e.g. Janhunen 1981,
Raun 1988, Décsy 1990), and this definiteness marking function is assumed to have existed
already in Proto-Uralic.

However, Nikolaeva (2003) claims that marking definiteness does not account for all the
cases in which a possessive suffix appears in a non-possessive function. Empirical evidence
for this proposal comes from the fact that possessive suffixes in Uralic languages are
compatible with indefinite NPs, too. Consider the following example from Norther Khanty
(33):

(33) Anvlaj-el kawerl
something-8G cooks
‘(She) is cooking something.’
(Nikolaeva 2003:2)

In addition, the possessives can appear on non-nominal expressions e.g. verbs, adjectives,

conjunctions or postpositions, as illustrated in example (31) and repeated here as (34):

(34) ton ponna-jez
TOH IIOHHAa-€3
you because.afomiN
‘who/which is because of you’
(Winkler 2001:13)

These facts suggest that instead of takexjjezto be a definiteness marker, it is better to
talk about special cases of possession relations. In her analysis — based on data from Uralic
languages such as Khanty, Nenets, Komi and Udmurt — Nikolaeva (2003) assumes that in
addition to the possessive relationship, possessive markers have at least two more functions in
Udmurt: marking identifiability and associabilit§.

Identifiability is defined as a “cognitive status of a referent whose mental representation
the interlocutors share at the time of the utterance” (Nikolaeva 2003:132). Following

Lambrecht (1994), Nikolaeva (2003) argues that there is no one-to-one correspondence

32 Nikolaeva (2003) focuses on possessives in the Uralic languages such as Khanty, Nenets, Komi and Udmuirt.

Nevertheless, in this dissertation | cite only the data and analyses connected to Udmurt.
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between definiteness and identifiability, since as a cognitive category, identifiability is
universal, as opposed to definiteness, which is a grammatical category, a feature marking
associated with nominal expressions.

Identifiability, as a pragmatic category, means that both the speaker and the hearer can
identify the referent of the relevant NP in the sentence (Lyons 1999). The identification of this
noun phrase comes either from the shared common knowledge (e.g. unique nouns such as ‘the
Sun’ or ‘the Moon’ or generic noun phrases) or from the situational context (already
mentioned or assigned to a referent).

The function of identifiability comes from the basic meaning of the possessive
construction, encoding the relationship between two entities. Identifiability can be based on

deixis and situational context, as exemplified in (35).

(35) Guzhdor wvylyn turyn-ez cheber
TYKI0p BBIJIBIH TYPBIH-23 yebep
field.NOoM on grass-$G beautiful

‘The grass on the field is beautiful.’
(Nikolaeva 2003:6b)

As Nikolaeva (2003) argues, in the case of (35) the appearance of the possessive suffix on
turyn ‘grass’ indicates that the grass in question is available for direct sensory perception.

Following Kempson (1977), Nikolaeva (2003) argues that possessive constructions can be
analyzed as expressing any kind of relation between the possessor and the possessee. Besides
the prototypical possessive relation, which is the ownership relation between the possessor
and the possessum, one of the non-prototypical possessive relationships is what she calls
‘associative’. The notion ‘associative’ suggests a relation between two entities in a given
context. In the Uralic languages 1st and 2nd person marking may express this kind of

relationship:
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(36) Ton cheber  apajié&®
TOH uebep amna-e
you beautiful sisterdc
‘You, my beautiful sister?’
(Nikolaeva 2003:13b)

Associativity is also a central notion in Fraurud’s (2001) study on possessives with an
extensive use in four different languages, including Udmurt. The extensive use of the
possessive can be measured with the help of corpus studies. Relying on Suihkonen’s (1990)
corpus study, Fraurud (2001) argues that in Udmurt, in addition to the original possessive use,
possessives are used in a larger context. He supports this conclusion with statistical evidence,
too. “The possessive suffix is found in 331 of 1,122, i.e. 30%, of the subject NPs and in 231
of 571, i.e. 40%, of the object NPs” (Fraurud 2001:2%5She proposes that the extended
associative use of the suffix is connected to a larger situation use which is a further extension,
an anchoring into the situational context itself. She concludes that associativity is more
essential than referentiality. It is important to note that in contrast to to possessive
constructions, in the extensive use of the possessive the appearance of the possessive suffix is
optional.

Following Nikolaeva (2003) and Fraurud (2001), | assume that the associative use of the
possessive suffix also exists in existential sentences where the subject of the sentence is
marked with the 3rd person singular suffix, but the marking is not obligatory. Consider the
following examples from Edygarova (2015):

(37) a.kar-in zoopark(-ez) van.
City-INE z00(-3G) EX.PRS
‘There is a zoo in the city.’
(Edygarova 2015:15)

% The associative use of the possessive suffix can be captured only in a context where the addressee is not in a
real kinship relation with the speaker. The use of the suffix is similar to the German expression ‘Meine Damen
und Herren'.

3 These frequencies of possessive marked NPs are radically different from those in languages such as English,
where we cannot speak about an extended use possessives. In these languages the frequency of NPs with
possessive ,is seldom more than a few percent” (Fraudrud 2001:251).
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b. kar-in kalik(-ez) tros.
city-INE  people(-3G) many
‘There are many people in the city.’
(Edygarova 2015:16)

In these examples above there is no prototypical possessive relationship between the two NPs,
although one of the NPs always expresses a location (i.e. a Ground in Talmy’s 1975 sense),
for instancekar ‘city’ in (37), and the other NP expresses an entity ‘inside’ this location
(i.e. a Figure in Talmy’s sense). This relation between the location and the locatum is very
similar to the whole-part relation, which is also a non-prototypical possessive relation,
although cross-linguistically it is often expressed with possessive constructions. This semantic
relation can be easily exemplified with the following possessive constructions where the same

NPs are used:

(38) a.kar-len zoopark-ez var.
Kap-JIdH 300MapK-€3 BaHb
City-GEN z00-3G  EX.PRS
‘The city has a zoo.’

b. kar-len  kalykez tros.
Kap-JI3H  KaJIbIK-€3 TpoOC
City- GEN people-3G  many
‘The city has many people.’

Following the argumentation about the use of tep8rson singular possessive suffix in

the Uralic languages, | can conclude thus far that in Udmurt the extensive use of this suffix is
based on the cognitive notion of ‘associability’ rather than definiteness or referentiality. In the
associative use the possessive encodes a relation between two entities in the sentence, but not
just in a given context but in a wider sense. As Nikolaeva (2003) suggests, the entities are
identifiable because of their pragmatic association with the other identifiable entity and they
do not need an obvious reference (or reference-point in the sense of Langacker 1993). This is
because, as it was proposed by Fraurud (2001), they can be anchored to the linguistic or

situational context itself.
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| assume that the cognitive category of ‘assosiability’ in Udmurt entails all the presented
functions of the possessive suffix such as marking definiteness, referentiality and
identifiability.

Finally, there is a function of possessive affixes which is only available in the Permic
branch of the Uralic languages and in the Mari language: this function is to mark emphasis or

contrast in the language.

(39) Ulizy-vylizy kyk bratjos, pokchi-ez kuaner,
YIU3BI-BBITA3BI KbIK OpaThéc  MOKYH-€3 KyaHep
lived-werepsT.3sG two brotherL younger.brother&s poor
byzym-ez uzyr
OBI3BIM-€3 Y3BIp

older.brother-8c rich
‘There lived two brothers, the younger one was poor, the older one was rich.’
(Nikolaeva 2003:13b)

It is argued in the literature that the contrastive use of the possessive suffix in the Volgic
region is an innovative development of these languages and has a strong connection to
language contact with the neighboring Turkic languages such as Tatar and Chuvas. However,
following the assumption about associability, | submit that the possibility to develop the
possessive in this function also has a connection to the associative use discussed above, since
the notion of contrast is discourse internal and entails a relation between two (or more)
entities which are identifiable.

This subsection has dealt with NPs marked with the suéfzljezin subject position,
although in Udmurt objects are also marked with this suffix. In the following paragraphs

object NPs will be in the focus of the discussion.

1.3.3.3 ezl/jezas the Accusative case marker

1.3.3.3.1 The origin of the Accusative case in Udmurt

As Csucs (2005) argues, the original Uralic accusative suffixdisappeared in the early
Proto-Permic language. (We can find some traces in the Accusative forms of the possessive
suffixes and the Accusative forms of pronouns, though.)

The new accusative case suffie$f-is(which is the reconstructed form of the suffez4ez

appeared during the Proto-Permic period, and it grammaticalized frorff fhern singular
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possessive suffix. Wichmann (1923-24) attributes this to the determinative function of the
possessive suffix. It is assumed that the 3rd person singular possessive suffix was used to
mark definite objects already in the Proto-Permic language, and it has grammaticalized as the

suffix of Accusative case due to this function (Cstcs 2605).

1.3.3.3.2 Previous studies on Direct Object Marking in Udmurt

In nominative-accusative languages without a definite article, the definiteness of the object
can be marked bycc case. This is the case in Udmurt, too, and as Kondratjeva (2010)
argues, the coding of the direct object is controlled by semantic fittStse lists the

following important criteria:

1. The direct object is marked witlcc when it has a [+animate] feature:

(40) mon uramyn ek puny-jez/ cheber korka adzhi.
MoH  ypamblH JIeK nyHbl-e3/ uebep Kopka an3u.
1sG streetNEss  malicious dogacc/ nice houseaCC) seerST.1SG
‘I saw a malicious dog / a nice house on/in the street.’
(Winkler 2001:21)

As we can see in example (40), the NP with the [+animate] feature has amaverdse
marker, in contrast to the NP with the [-animate] feature in the same environment. The
definiteness of the NP does not play a role in the markedness, since the indefinite NP is also
marked with the suffix.

2. The direct object is marked when it is definite:

% A similar development for the Accusative case in Hungarian is proposed by Beke (1931).

% In her previous work (Kondratjeva 2000), it is the semantics of the verbs that is taken as basis of the analysis.
The direct object is marked withcc case if the verb: i) requires a resultative object, ii) expresses human
feelings, physiological statements, or iii) is cognitive, perceptive and expresses physical action. The direct object
is never marked if the verb: i) expresses a profession-type activity or is repetitive, or ii) aims at an abstract
object.
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(41) a. Sasha kniga lydziz.
Carma KHHTa JIBLI3U3.
SashaloM book.cc) readpsT.3sG

‘Sasha read a book.’

b. Sasha kniga-jez lydziz.
Carma KHHTa-e3 JIBLI3U3.
Sashaiom bookacc readpsT.3sG

‘Sasha read the book.’

As previously mentioned, the direct object of the verb ‘read’ appears witlezhezsuffix
when it is definite (41a), and withowgz/jezwhen it is indefinite (41b).

3. The direct object is always marked in resultative sentences:

(42) a.mon zhuk s’ii
MOH KyK cun
1sG porridge.AcC) eatPST.1SG
‘I have eaten of the porridge.’
(Winkler 2001:21)
b. mon zhuk-ez s'ii
MOH KyK-€3 cuu
1sG porridgeAcC eatPST.1SG

‘| ate the porridge.’
(Winkler 2001:21)

In case the direct object is encoded with the oweq, it is interpreted as a resultative object
(see 42b), contrary to the direct object with cowert case, wherehuk‘porridge’ has the

meaning ‘of the porridge’ (see 42a).

4. The totally affected direct object is always marked:
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(43) zhytaze mon doris’ uzh luzh-ez les'tysa  puki
JKbITaze MOH JOPBICE YK lyx-e3 JIDChbTHICA ITyKH
eveningLL  1sSG house workAcc)/ work-AcC dOCONV  SitPST.1SG
‘In the evening | sat and did some/the whole homework.’
(Winkler 2001:20)

As shown in (43), the direct object marked with owext is interpreted to be totally affected
by the event.

Although the last two types — type 3 and type 4 — are distinguished by Kondratjeva (2010),
it is not clear how they really differ from each other syntactically or semantically.

1.3.3.3.3 Differential Object Marking in Udmurt

The term Differential Object Marking (Bossong 1985, Aissen 2003) is typically used to
characterize those languages in which direct objects are marked withAccusative case in some
cases and are unmarked in other cases. The markedness of the object is usually derived by
semantic and pragmatic features. Aissen (2003) argues that the function of object marking in
Differential Object Marking languages is to distinguish between the subject and the object.
Since typical subjects are animate and definite, while typical objects are inanimate and
indefinite, objects have to be marked when they are animate and definite. Examining those
languages which show object marking alternations, she concludes that the marking of the
object in these languages is influenced by two main factors: animacy and definiteness. Based
on this conclusion, in her extended theory of Differential Object Marking, Aissen (2003)
proposes two hierarchies, the Definiteness Scale (44a) and the Animacy Scale (44b).

(44) a. Definiteness Scalgersonal pronoun > proper name > definite NP >indefinite
specific NP > non-specific NP

b. Animacy Scatlehuman > animate > inanimate

The object markedness system of a Differential Object Marking language can be described by

a mix of these scales, as illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Relative markedness on the dimensions of animacy and definjféasss 2003:

Figure 4)

What this figure shows is that human pronouns typically bear object marking in Differential
Object Marking languages, and the less frequently marked objects are the inanimate non-
specific objects. Generally, the higher prominence a direct object has, the more likely it is to
be overtly case-marked. Of course, languages differ in whether the animacy or the
definiteness factor plays a more important role in their system of Differential Object Marking.

Turning back to Udmurt, the role of animacy and defininetess in Differential Object
Marking has not been properly studied so far in this language. It is clear, however, that the
markedness of the direct object is influenced by these two factors, and it appears to be the
case that definiteness and animacy equally affect the system of direct object marking in
Udmurt.

Definite objects (including inherently definite objects like proper names and pronouns) are

always case marked, no matter whether they are human, animate or inanimate.

(45) a.Mon *ton/tone magazinys’ adzhi.
MOH *TOH/TOHD Mara3uHbICh  aJ3H.
1sG 2SG/2SG.ACC shopABL SEerST.3SG

‘I saw you in the shop.’
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b. Mon *Sasha/Sashajez magazinys’ adzhi
MOH *Cama/Camaes MarasuHBICh ag3u.
1sG Sasha4cc)/SashaccshopasL SeersT.3sG

‘| saw Sasha in the shop.’

c. Mon (so(ze)) *kniga/knigajez utchaj otyn.
Mou  (co(33))  *kuura/kuuraes yTuai OTBIH.
1sG thatacc  book.@Acc)/bookacc searctrsT.1sG there
‘| searched for the book there.’

Animate objects are also case marked, regardless of whether they are definite (46a), indefinite

specific (46b) or indefinite non-specific (46¢).

(46) a.Ali Sasha (so(ze)) punyjez utcha.
Amn Camra (co(33)) nmyHbIe3  yTua.
now Sashaowm thatacc dogAcc searclPRS3sG

‘Now Sasha is searching for that/the dog.’

b. Mon *puny/punyjez utchas’ko.
Mou *IyHbI/TIyHbIE3 YTYachbKoO.
1sG dog.@acc)/dogAcc searctrRS1SG
‘I am searching for a (specific) dog.’

c. Mon  *kochysh/kochyshez  utchas’ko.
Mon *KOUBIII/KOUBIIIE3 yTYACHKO.
1sG cat.acc)/catacc searclPRS1sG

‘I am searching for a cat.’

Now we can clearly see that definite objects and [tx] human animate objects are always
marked. This means that the only field which needs to be examined is the overlap of
inanimate and indefinite direct objects in Udmurt.

Inanimate indefinite but specific objects can be both marked and unmarked. The

markedness vs. unmarkedness of the direct object depends on the preference of the speaker.
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(47) Mon kniga/knigajez utchas’ko.
MoH  kHura/KHUTae3 yTYaChKO.
1sG book.Acc)/bookacc searctPRS1SG

‘I am searching for a (specific) book.’

That the object in these sentences is indefinite can be justified bditheest: ifodig ‘one’ is
inserted before the noun, we still get the marked-unmarked alternation in all of the cases:

(48) Mon  odig puny utchas’ko.
MoH  omir  myHBI yTYaChKO.
1sG one dogAcc) searclrsT.1sSG

‘I am searching for a (specific) dog.’

(49) Mon odig punyjez  utchas’ko.
MoH  omir  myHbBIE3  yTYachKO.
1sG one dogpcC  searclrsT.1SG

‘I am searching for a (specific) dog.’

Contrary to specific indefinite direct objects, non-specific inanimate ones are clearly never

marked.

(46) Mon kniga/*knigajez utchas’ko gubios s'arys’
Mon KHUTa/* KHUTae3 YTYachbKO ryouoc CAPBICh.
1sG book.Acc) searctpsT1sG mushroom®L about

‘I am searching for a book about mushrooms.’

Recently, it has been repeatedly proposed in the literature that the information status of the
direct object may also affect the Differential Object Marking system of a language. A new
model for Differential Object Marking has been proposed by Nikolaeva & Dalrymple (2006).

They argue that there is a strong tendency across languages to mark the direct object when it
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is the secondary topic of the sentence. Thus, in their analysis Differential Object Marking is
the grammatical coding of the information structure role of secondary tBpics.

However, Nikolaeva & Dalrymple’s (2006) proposal about Differential Object Marking as
a grammatical coding of secondary topics seems to be problematic if we try to adopt it to all
Differential Object Marking languages. For instance, we cannot be sure that all of the
utterances contain both primary and secondary topics in these languages, and we can observe
differences in the object marking in those sentences, too, in which there is only a primary
topic and a focus constituent (this is the case, for instance, in Udmurt). But the main idea of
the proposal, i.e. that information structure or the information status of the direct object may
be the source of Differential Object Marking, is indeed plausible.

Topicality has a strong connection to the two hierarchies of Aid3efinfteness Scale,
Animacy Scale2003; see in (44)). The more prominent the argument is oflniineacy Scale
and theDefiniteness Scaldehe more likely it is to be the topic of the sentence; prototypical
topics are humans and definite NPs. This means that Differential Object Marking is triggered
by the topical status of the NP in direct object position and the emergence of a Differential
Object Marking system is motivated by the need to mark atypical objects. As proposed by
Nikolaeva & Dalrymple (2006), the grammaticalization of the marked constructions can take
two directions: i) Differential Object Marking may be extended to non-topical objects and ii)
Differential Object Marking may remain to be restricted to topical objects (lemmolo 2010).

In Udmurt the empirical data presented above support the second direction, since all the

Acc marked direct objects have the semantic features [+] human and [+] specific.

1.3.3.4 The grammaticalization pathway et/jez
In her analysis of the grammaticalization pathway of possessives and definiteness markers in
the Uralic languages, Gerland (2014) assumes the existence of a relational suffix instead of a
possessive suffix. She proposes that relational suffixes have two main functions in these
languages (Gerland 2014):

1. Establishing a concrete relation in which the marked element is the possessum, and

in this function the definite content of the relational suffix is not relevant.
2. Establishing an associative relation in which the marked element is unique and

definite, and in this function the possessive content of the suffix is not relevant.

*” The notion of secondary topic is developed by Nikolaeva (2001). She defines it as the ,entity such that the

utterance is construed to be about the relationship between it and the primary topic” (Nikolaeva 2001:26).
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Indeed, as shown above, the Udmurt suf@iz/fezmay mark a clearly possessive relation, but
what is more interesting, it may also mark an associative relation between two entities in the
sentence. Since the associative relation can be based on i) deixis, ii) situational context and iii)
anaphors, this function of the marker might lead to the grammaticalization of the marker to
encode Accusative case via the function of topic marking.

This is what we can see in today's Udmurt. The suffix still holds its original function to
mark an associative relation when the NP stands in subject position, but it encodes Accusative

case when the NP stands in the object position.

1.4 Theoretical background

The present dissertation is written in the generative transformational grammar framework.
This framework originates from Chomsky’s seminal works (e.g. Chomsky 1965, 1981, 1986).

The main assumption of generative grammar is that the syntax of natural language is
organized by a finite set of fundamental principles and a finite set of so-called parameters
(Principles and Parameters Thedryrhese principles and parameters together form Universal
Grammar. Universal Grammar is a linguistic model of the human faculty of language (cf.
Chomsky & Lasnik 1993). In thrinciples and Parameters Thegpyinciples are common to
all languages. This contrasts with parameters, which have binary settings (plus and minus),
and languages choose between the two settings of the parameters. For instabogtyhe
Category Principlewhich requires that all traces must be properly governed, is a fundamental
principle, applicable to all languages. In contrddte Head Directionality Parametas a
binary parameter which differentiates between head-initial and head-final langllagss.
parametric choices result in cross-linguistic variation.

The first model based on therinciples and Parameters Theolg Government and
Binding Theory(cf. Chomsky 1981), which was followed by tMinimalist Program(cf.
Chomsky 1993, 1995).

In the following paragraphs two sub-theories are introduced, naniabtributed
Morphology(Halle & Marantz 1993, 1994) and the unified theory of causatives by Pylkkénen
(2002, 2008). These theories are used throughout the dissertation as theoretical frameworks.
When individual chapters make use of other theoretical approaches, too, then those
approaches are introduced in the relevant places.
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1.4.1 Distributed Morphology

In the theory ofDistributed Morphology which is a theory of the syntax-morphology
interface (Halle & Marantz 1993, 1994), morphemes are syntactic entities, and similarly to
phrases and sentences, words are also combined in a hierarchical structure all the way down.
Word-internal and word-external structures are built in the same way, and morphology (in the
traditional sense of word-formation) does not exist as a generative component separate from
syntax.

In weak Lexicalism derivational and inflectional morphology were treated differently:
inflectional items were viewed to be part of the syntax, realized as functional heads in the
syntactic structures, while derivational items were referred back to the lexicon, as pre-
syntactic items.

In contrast to this lexicalist model, the theoryDe$tributed MorphologyHalle & Marantz
1993, 1994) and the anti-lexicalist model (Marantz 1997, 2001) suggest an alternative
approach and argue that the same syntactic rules can be applied to idioms, phrases and even to
words. InDistributed Morphologysyntax is the only generative engine of grammar. Syntax
operates with abstract features, putting together abstract morphemes. A few morphological
operations that perform minor adjustments on the output of syntax (such as fusion, fission, or
‘affix lowering’) happen after syntactic operations, in the (non-generative) morphological
component of grammar. Morphology is thus ‘distributed’ across the grammar. word-
formation and affixation take place in syntax, but a few morphological adjustments happen
after syntax. Thus, this model gives an answer to the question of why word formation with
same affix can have different meanings.

Contrary to Reinhart’'s (2002) active lexicon theory, Distributed Morphologythe
Lexicon or Vocabulary is the store of the basic vocabulary of the language; it contains roots
and functional elements such as inflectional and derivational items. Words with a lexical
category N, V and A are created by attaching a lexical category migéad to the root
(Marantz, 2000, Arad 2005).

47) a.

a
T

a Vatroc
/atrocious/
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n

T

n Vatroc
[atrocity/

Affixes can be attached either to the root or to the head which is already attached to the root to
form N, A or V (Arad 2005). The former is the so-called ‘lexical’ word formation and latter is
‘syntactic’ word formation.

The Encyclopedia contains the unpredictable, semantic information, the basic meaning of a
root or the idiomatic meaning of phrases.

Finally, syntactic operations manipulate roots and heads without morpho-phonological
realization. The phonological exponents of syntactic nodes are subletettmsertion: they
are inserted either in later stages of the syntactic derivation (Halle and Marantz 1993) or after
the syntactic computation, at the ‘PF’ level (Halle & Marantz 1994, Marantz 1995). The
phonological exponents of lexical items stored in the Vocabulary are paired with a set of

conditions on insertion. The appropriate phonological material is inserted into the structure.

(48)
Syntax

Morphology (addition of

morphemes,morpholggical Merger, &tc.)

Vocabulary i

Phonaldgical rules

PF LF

Encyclopedia

1.4.2  Pylkkénen (2002, 2008)
In her theory of causatives, Pylkkanen (2002, 2008) argues for a unified account of all

causatives: she suggests that they are all formed compositionally in the syntax.
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The central idea of Pylkkanen’s (2002, 2008) analysis of causative constructions is based
on two parameters: th€oice-bundling Parameteand theSelection ParameteBased on
these two main parameters, it is possible to give an adequate explanation of both the
systematic cross-linguistic resemblance and the cross-linguistic variation between causatives.
Adopting Kratzer’s (1994, 1996) proposal for VoiceP as a position of the external argument
of the predication, Pylkkdnen (2002, 2008) argues for a separate position for the causing
event. She calls this position Causép.

Languages differ from each other with respect to Woéce-bundling ParameterThis
means that in some languages there are separate positions for Cause and for Voice. This is the
case in languages like Japanese, for instance. In some languages, such as English, on the other
hand, there is only one bundle: a Voice-Cause head. Consider the following schematic models
of the two types:

(49) a. Voice-bundling languages

/\
X /\

[Voice, Cause]

b. Non-voice-bundling languages

T
X /\
Voice T~

Cause

The other parameter that is responsible for cross-linguistic variation is also associated with
the Cause head. Tigelection Parameteadtefines what kind of complements the Cause heads
are compatible with. For th®election Parameter, Pylkkdnen adopts Marantz’'s (1995, 1997)
account of roots introduced in the previous section, and she proposes that based on their

selectional propertes, Cause heads come in three subtypes.

3 Kratzer's Voice head is calldittle v in Chomsky’s (1995) proposal and Pylkkanen's Cause head is called

Veause IN Harley'’s (1995) proposal.
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|. Phase-selecting Cause head

(50) CauseP
TN

Cause VoiceP

/\
thetaExt Voice’

T

Voice

The Cause head selects a phase with an external argument.

Il. Verb-selecting Cause head

(51) CauseP
/\

Cause vP

T

v VRoot

The Cause head selects a verbal predicate with only its internal arguments and without its

external argument.

lll. Root-selecting Cause head

(52) CauseP
/\

Cause VRoot

The Cause head selects a root without internal and external arguments.

It is important to note that the two parameters presented above and their binary settings are
not language dependent, but structure dependent. This means that there may be parameter
switching within a language (Tubino Blanco 2011). This explains language-internal variation.
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1.5 The typology of Causative Constructions

Research on causatives goes back to Russian linguistics in the 1960’s. The monograph
Typology of Causative Constructiof$969) was written by a group of Russian linguists.
Since this seminal work on causative constructions, causativization has been interesting not
just as a morpho-phonological phenomenon, but it has also made important contributions
towards answering the crucial question of what the relationship is between syntax and the
lexicon, and how they interface.

The classical typological classification of causatives by Nedyalkov & Silnitsky (1973) is

based on the relation between the causer and the causee. They set up the followiflg types:
l. Factitive causation
In factitive causation only the causer causes the causing event; the causer has the most

important role in the changes.

(53) a.Ja velel emu prijt?

‘| ordered him to come.’

b. Ja zakryl dver’

‘| closed the door.’
Factitive causation is divided into two subcategories.
la. Distant causation
In distant causation there is no direct relation between the causer and the caused event, and

the causee is more or less independent when performing the basic event.

(55) Ja prikazal emu uijti

‘I ordered him to leave.’

Factitive distant causation always has an animate causee.

% The typological classification of causatives by Nedyalkov & Silnitsky (1973) is reorganized and simplified

here.
0" The Russian examples come from Nedyalkov & Silnitsky (1973) and follow their example formatting.
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Ib. Contact causation
In the case of contact causation there is a direct relation and there is no distance in time

between the caused event and the basic event.

(56) a.Jaispugal ego
‘| frightened him.’

b. Ja otkryl dver
‘I opened the door.’

Factitive contact causation can have either an animate (56a) or an inanimate (56b) causee.

Il. Permissive causation
In contrast to factitive causation, in permissive causation the causee has an important role in
the changes. The causer only permits or prevents the basic event from happening. Permissive

causation is always distant.

(54) a.Ja[ne] vpustil ego
‘| [did not] let him in.’

b. On [ne] dal dveri zakryt'sja
‘He [did not] let the door close.’

In addition to the typological classification based on the relation between the causer and
the causee or causing event and basic event, factitive causatives can also be classified on the
basis of their morphosyntactic properties.

It is well-known form the typological literature that external causatives can be expressed
syntactically (e.g. in Russian, English, French, as exemplified with English in (57a)) or

morphologically (e.g. in Hungarian, Finnish, Japanese, as in (57b)).

(57) a.Mary made John sing.
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b. Mari enekel-tet-te Janost
MaryNOM Sing-CAUS-PST.3SG Janosicc

‘Mary made John sing.’

It is trivial that in syntactic factitives the basic event and the causing event are in different
syntactic domains, hence these constructions are biclausal. However, it is not so trivial that
morphological factitives can be both biclausal and monoclausal. Kitagawa (1986) and
Shibatani (1990), among others, argue that while Japanese causatives are formed by a
causative morpheme, as shown in example (58), they show biclausal syntactic properties (e.qg.

regarding modification, negation).

(58) Rusi-wa Dyeni-o  utaw-ase-ta
Lucy-ToP JennyeBJ SiNg-CAUS-PST
‘Lucy made Jenny sing.’
(Bartos 2011:1c)

In contrast to Japanese, morphologically expressed external causatives in Finnish or
Hungarian are monoclausal.

Following Pylkkanen (2000), Bartos (2011) argues that factitives can be classified on the
basis of how many linguistically accessible event domains they have. Depending on whether
the event of causation is linguistically separable from the core event or not, they can contain
one or two domains (Bartos 2011). Biclausal causatives are bieventive, but it is not so trivial
whether monoclausal causatives are bieventive or monoeventive. Pylkkdnen (2000) argues
that both variations are attested cross-linguistically.

Bartos’ typological classification is presented below:

Syntactic Morphological
Biclausal Biclausal Monoclausal
Bi-eventive Bi-eventive Bi-eventive Mono-eventive

Table 2: Typology of external causatives (Bartos 2011: Table 1)
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1.6 Terminology

In the present dissertation | use ‘causative construction’ as an umbrella term for lexical,
productive, and periphrastic causatives and their argument structure. Causativization is used
as the process of forming causative sentences with causative verbs, forming causative verbs
by affixation, and complex sentences with ‘to let’ and ‘to make’ as matrix predicates.

Following Parsons (1990), | use the term ‘inchoative verb’ whenever the verb has the
meaning ‘become Adj, where ‘Adj is the related adjective. The term ‘non-causative’ is used
for the intransitive variant of the causative alternation. Contrary to Nedyalkov and Silnitsky
(1973), for instance, | follow the idea that the causative member of the alternation is not
always marked by a causative morpheme, and the non-causative variant is similarly not
always marked by a non-causative morpheme. This is why | do not use the term

‘anticausative’.

1.7 Outline of the dissertation

The Chapters following the Introduction are organized as follows.
Chapter 2 investigates the causative/non-causative alternation in Udmurt. The main
research questions concentrate on the morphological marking of the alternation in examples

like (57) and the internal structure of verbs taking part in the alternation.

(57) a.Pinaljos sajka-zy non-causative
IIunanséc caiika-3bl
childrenpL.NOM wake.upPST.3PL

‘The children woke up.’

b. Angj pinaljosyz sajka-t-iz causative
Amnai MUHATBECHI3 caiika-T-i3.
mothemiom childrenPL.ACC.3SG  wake.UpEAUS-PST.3SG

‘The mother woke up her kids.’

| propose that the verbs are not derived from each other, instead, they are both formed from
the same root. The causative verbs — if they are marked — always contain the causative

morphemet- in their internal structure, and non-causative verbs, if they are marked — always
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have the s’k- affix. The syntactic difference between the two verb types can be derived from
their different internal structure. The causative variant has a Cause head that hosts the
causative morpheme--while the non-causative variant has only a Voice head that is merged
to the verbal head.

Chapter 3 focuses on the productive, morphologically marked causative constructions
illustrated in (58):

(58) a.Masha Kiga-jez lydzh-iz
Marima KHUTa-€3  JIBIO3-U3
Mashavom bookAcc readpPST.3SG
‘Masha read the book.’

b. Masha Sasha-jez niga-jez lydzhy-t-iz
Marina Camra-e3 KHHUTA-€3  JIBIO3BI-T-I3
Mashanom Sashaacc bookAcC readc€AUS-PST.3SG

‘Masha made Sahsa read the book.’

Morphologically marked causatives have special syntactic properties. These are the coding
of the causee withhcc case, the fact thatcc case appears on both definite and indefinite
causees (as opposed to regular objects), and the invariable order of [+animate] arguments. A
syntactic approach is presented for these properties based on Pylkkanen (2002, 2008). In the
syntactic structure of factitives in Udmurt, similarly to lexical causative verbs, the causing
event is assossiated with the CauseP, and the factitive causative morpheccers in the
head position of this projection and the external argument, the causer, is introduced in the
specifier position of VoiceP, in the sense of Katzer (1996). In addition to these crucial
properties, this chapter investigates the domain and event properties of productive causatives,
too.

Chapter 4 deals with periphrastic causatives. Udmurt has two different verbs that have an

important role in analytic causative constructions (59).

(59) a.Masha Sasha-jez niga-jez lydzhyny kosiz.
Marina Camra-e3 KHWUTA-€3 JIBIO3BIHBI KOCH3.
Mashanom Sashacc bookacc readiNF  orderPST.3sG

‘Masha ordered Sasha to read the book.’
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b. Masha Sasha-jez niga-jez lydzhyny lez'iz.
Marina Cammaes KHUTae3 JBIA3BIHEL  JID3U3.
Mashanom Sashacc bookacc readiNF  letPST.3SG

‘Masha let Sasha read the book.’

The complement clause selected by the two lexical causative verbs can be either non-finite
or finite. The finite clauses are CPs and the non-finite complements of causative verbs are
ECM constuctions. In the case of a non-finite complement, similarly to morphologically
marked causatives, the causee argument is encodegdagittase.

Chapter 5 summarizes the main research questions and results proposed in this work and
contains the conclusions. This chapter also lays out the potential directions for further

investigations.
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CHAPTER 2

Lexical Causatives

21 Introduction

This chapter investigates lexical causatives in Udmurt, focusing mainly on the classification
of causative alternations and the structure of the alternating verbs that take part in the
alternation. The question is interesting from a syntactic point of view: what is the internal
structure of these verbs, is there a Cause head and a Voice head in their structure, and if so,
how do they combine with each other.

Traditionally, lexical causatives are treated differently from synthetic or productive and
periphrastic or syntactic causatives; lexical causatives are formed in the lexicon, while
syntactic causatives are formed in the syntax (e.g. Shibatani 1973). The distinction between
the two groups is based on their different morphological, syntactic and semantic properties.

These differences were listed by Harley (2006) based on Japanese causative constructions:

(1) A. Lexical causatives:
a) are monoclausal according to all tests;
b) can have idiomatic interpretations;
c) exhibit allomorphy with other lexical causative affixes;
d) are strongly perceived by speakers to be listed in the lexikon;

e) are non-productive.

B. Analytical causatives:
a) are biclausal according to all tests;
b) involve a causee that must be animate/agentive;
c) cannot undergo semantic drift;

d) are productive.
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In course of this work lexical and analytical causatives are both taken to be formed in
syntax and their different properties, which are listed in (1), come from their internal
structure. Namely, in the case of lexical causatives the vP selects a VP or an AP complement,
while the complement of analytical causatives is a vP itself. The structures of the two types of

causatives are illustrated in (2):

(2) a. lexical causative: dagentkp [pp[]]]]

b. analytical causative: p[lagentr agent ke [op [ ]]1]]

In (2a) the v head selects only an XP and it results in a monoclausal structure with a single
event, while in (2b) the v head selecting another v head results in a syntactically biclausal
structure that is also bi-eventit.

The rest of the chapter is organized as follows: section 2.2 looks at the causative/non-
causative alternation cross-linguistically, and after this overview, section 2.3 contains the new
data coming from Udmurt. After investigating the alternation, the syntactic properties of non-
causative and causative verbs are examined (2.4). This section argues that the internal
structure of causative transitive verbs contains an extra layer (Cause), while their non-
causative variants lack this layer. Section 2.5 closes this chapter with a summary of the

behavior of lexical causatives in Udmurt.

2.2 The causative alternation cross-linguistically

The causative/non-causative alternation has been in the interest of linguistic studies in the last
decades in different fields: typology, semantics and syntax (e.g. Comrie 1981, Haspelmath
1993, Pifion 2001, Levin & Rappaport Hovav 1995, Alexiadou et al 2006, and Alexiadou
2009, among others), as this alternation appears across languages, and is expressed in
different ways. The verbs that participate in the alternation have a lot in common cross-
linguistically, but the morphological marking of the alternation is subject to cross-linguistic
variation. The alternation involves pairs of verbs such that one verb is intransitive and the
other is transitive, and the transitive verb has the meaning ‘cause to V-intransitive’ (cf. Dowty

1979 and Coppock 2009, among others).

*IAs mentioned in a previous section, causative constructions can be divided into groups according to the

classification of the events that they contain.
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2.2.1 Focus on the alternation

It is repeatedly argued in the literature that causative and non-causative verb forms are related
to each other and the direction of the derivation between the two verb formations can be
deduced from their morphological difference.

The traditional treatment suggests that there is a derivational relationship between the
transitive and the intransitive verbs, specifically the transitive verb is derived from the
intransitive one by the operation call€dusativization (e.g. Dowty 1979, Pesetsky 1995 and
Harley 1995, among others). This analysis is problematic, however, because it means that all
transitive verbs should have an intransitive pair to be derived from, which is not the case.

In contrast to the Causativization approach to the alternation, e.g. Levin & Rappaport
Hovav (1995), Reinhart (2000), Reinhart and Siloni (2005) and others assume that although
there is a derivational relation between the verbs, the direction of the derivation is reversed:
the anticausative (intransitive) verbs are derived from the transitive ones by
Detransitivization. Although the process of decausativization differs in these approaches,
some analyses propose that anticausativization includes the processs of CAUSE operator
deletion (e.g. Reinhart 2002, Reinhart and Siloni 2005). Other approaches assume that the
CAUSE operator belongs to the lexical semantic representation (e.g. Levin & Rappaport
Hovav 1995). Similarly to causativization, this approach also has the problem that not every
anticausative verb has a causative/transitive variant.

In addition to these two main approaches where the derivation is always based on one of
the variants taking part in the alternation (i.e. anticausative in Causativization and transtitive
in Detransitivization), there are other accounts which suggest that there is no derivational
relationship between the two variants; both of the alternants are derived from the same root.

In his semantic model, Parsons (1990) proposes and analysis in which the base of the
derivation is an adjective. He argues that the intransitive forms in the alternation are related to
an adjective (hence the name ‘inchoatives’), and these verbs have the meaning of ‘becomes
Adj. It is obvious that many verb pairs that take part in the causative alternation are derived

from adjectives, like in the following example from Hungarian (3).

(3) fehér‘white’- fehéredik'becomes white’ — fehériinake white’

Similarly to Parsons (1990), following the typological classification and investigation of
Haspelmath (1993), Pifién (2001) argues that in contrast to L & R H’s (1999) analysis, the
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anticausative is not derived from the causative verb, instead both the causative and the
anticausative variants are derived from the same root. In his analysis of the causative

derivation, Pifion (2001) suggests a Y-model (4):

\éAUS—INCHO

el
\ VNCHO

(4) AdjSTAT —> Vsrewm

Pifidn (2001) proposes a model of the alternation in which the basic idea is to semantically
derive both the causative and the inchoative verb from a common stem that is semantically
based on the stative adjective. This semantic model of the alternation can be translated into
Marantz’s (1997) syntactic analysis of rodisstributed Morphology.

However, there is a difference between the three derivations (i.e. Parsons 1990, Pifion
(2001) and Marantz (1997)). In Parsons’ (1990) analysis the shared base is a relevant
adjective, in Pifidn’s (2001) semantic model the starting base is tlsaaidjwhile in the
Maranztian model (1997) both the non-causative and the causative verbs are deived from an
uncategorized rodt

Recent works on the non-causative/causative alternation (e.g. Alexiadou 2006,
Anagnostopoulou and Schafer 2006 and Doron 2003, among others) follow the Marantzian
model: the non-causative and causative variants are derived from the same uncategorized root.
Alexiadou (2006), Anagnostopoulou and Schéafer (2006) and Alexiadou (2010) go futher than
this, however, they propose that non-causative verbs are not a uniform group; they can have
two different internal structures.

The Udmurt empirical data presented in the following paragraphs suggest that the latter
account of the causative/non-causative alternation is on the right track. | will propose that

non-causatives can indeed have two different syntactic structures.

2.2.2  Typological classification of the causative alternation
The causative alternation always involves two verbs, a transitive and an intransitive one,
ordered in pairs. The classification of these verb-pairs is based on the absence or presence of a

transparent morphological derivation and the direction of this derivation.

2| thank Huba Bartos for pointing out this difference to me.
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Nedyalkov (1969) was the first who classified the alternation on the batie dbrmal
aspects of the variants. In his pioneering work, he divided the verbs first into three classes: i)
causative, ii) anticausative and iii) non-directed alternation. The labile, equipollent and
suppletive groups are the subclasses of the non-directed alternation.

This work was expanded in his later work with Silnitsky (Nedyalkov & Silnitsky 1973),
where they investigated over 100 languages and they discovered four different oppositions.
These oppositions are illustrated in their work with Russian verbs (5):

(5) smejat'sja ‘laugh’ smeshit ‘amuse, make laugh’
Kipet’ ‘boil, come to a boil’ kipjatit’ ‘bolil, bring to a boil'
goret’ ‘burn’ zhech’ ‘burn, ignite’

perelomit’sja ‘break, get broken in two’ perelomi’ ‘break in two’

This classification has been followed by e.g. Comrie (1981) and Haspelmath (1993), as
shown in (6).

(6) a.causative alternation: the inchoative verb is the basic verb and the causative is
marked by an affix, a causative auxiliary or stem modification
b. anticausative alternation: the causative verb is the basic verb and the inchoative is
marked by an affix, an anticausative verb or stem modification
c. labile alternation: the same verb is used both in the inchoative and in the causative
sense
d. equipollent alternation: both the causative and the inchoative are derived from the
same stem which expresses the basic situation by means of different affixes, different
auxiliary verbs or different stem modification

e. suppletive alternation: both have different verb roots

After the cross-linguistic overview of the causative alternation and the theoretical

background, I shall turn to the properties of lexical causatives in Udmurt.

2.3 Lexical causatives in Udmurt

The typological classification of lexical causation in Udmurt is still an understudied area of

research. There are two not very detailed studies that could be taken as a starting point for the
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investigation: Haspelmath (1993) and Kozmacs (2002). However, these works only list the
types of the alternation without providing a deeper explanation for the phenomena at hand.

In his typological work on the causative/inchoative alternation, Haspelmath (1993)
examined 31 languages from different language families. The Uralic family is represented by
the Hungarian, Finnish and Udmurt languages. His typological classification follows
Nedyalkov & Silnitsky (1973) and it is based on 20 alternating verb-pairs in each language,
therefore it contains several errors. These mistakes were corrected by Kozmacs (2002). The

categorization of the alternation presented below is based on Kozmacs (2002).

2.3.1 Causative alternation
In Nedyalkov & Silnitsky’s (1973) classification, in the causative alternation the non-

causative verb is the basic form and the causative is marked by a suffix.

(7) a.sajka-ny b.sajkaty-ny
caiika-HbI caiika-ThI-HbI
YwakeiNF Ywake CAUS-INF
‘to wake URcaus ‘to wake Upaus’

(8) a. vyjy-ny b.vyj(y)ty-ny
BBIMBI-HBI BBIMBI-THI-HBI
\sink4NF \sink-CAUS-INF
‘t0 Sinkycaus’ ‘to Sinkeays’

In (7a) the non-causative vesajkany‘to wake up’ contains only a root (in the sense of
Marantz 1984) and a null affix responsible for the verbal category (see Arad 2005). In (7b)
the verb also contains the ner causative affix. This morpheme is historically related to the
productive causative market- -as in (9) and it also has a use as verbalizer as in (10) (A.
Kovesi 1965).

(9) a.Sasha gozhtetez gozht-iz
Carma TOKTAITI3 TOXKT-U3
Sashanowm letteracc  write-PST.3sG

‘Sasha wrote the letter.’
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b. Sasha Mashajez gozhtetez gozhty-t-iz
Carma Mamae3s TOXTITI3 TOXTBI-T-I3
Sashanom Mashaacc letteracc  write-CAUS-PST.3SG

‘Sasha made Masha write the letter.’

(10) a. Sasha vamysh ljog-iz
Cama BaMBIIII E€ru3
SashanoM  stepNOM  makepPsT.3sG

‘Sasha took a step.’

b. Sasha vamysh-t:iz
Cama BaMBIIII-T-iH3
Sashanowm take.a.step-PST.3SG
‘Sasha took a step.’

The non-causative verb takes a patient argument (11a) and its causative variant takes a causer
and a patient (11b).

(11) a. Pinaljos sajka-zy
[Tunanbéc caiiKasbl.
childpL.NOM wake.upPST.3PL

‘The children woke up.’

b. Angj pinaljosyz sajka-t-iz
Amnai MUHATBECHI3 caiika-T-i3.
mothemiom child.PL.3PL.ACC wake.UpEAUS-PST.3SG

‘The mother woke up the children.’
2.3.2 Anticausative alternation

Unlike in the causative alternation, in the anticausative alternation the causative verb is the

basic form and the non-causative is marked by a suffix.
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(12) a. pili-s’ky-ny b. pil'i-ny
IINJIN-CbKbI-HbI ITNJIN -HbI
breakNCAUS-INF VbreakinF
‘to breakicaus ‘to breakays’

(13) a. us'’ti-s’ky-ny b.us’ty-ny
YCBTH-CHKbI-HBI YCBbTBI-HBI
\OpenNCAUS-INF JopeniNF
‘t0 opencaus ‘t0 OpeRaus

As shown in (12a), the non-causative verb is marked bystkemorpheme. Unlike in (7b),
the causative verb has only a phonologically null verbal category marker in the sense of Arad
(2005) and no overt causative suffix appears.

Similarly to non-causatives, the verbs without thi#--affix presented above in (10) and
(11) also take a patient argument (14a), and their causative variants take a causer and a patient
(14b).

(14) a.Vaza pil'i-s’k-iz
Baza MIIN-CHK-U3
vaseNoM breakNCAUS-PST.3SG

‘The vase broke.’

b. Sasha vazajez pil-iz
Carmia Bazaes OUJI-U3
Sashalom vaseacC breakPsT.3SG

‘Sasha broke the vase.’
2.3.3 Labile alternation

In the so-called labile alternation, the same verb form is used both in the non-causative and in

the causative interpretation.
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(15) kut-sky-ny
KYyT-CKbI-HBI
\beginNCAUS-INF

‘to begin’

It is important to note that in the labile alternation both verbs have a suffix (either the
morphemes’k- or the morphemd-).
The argument structure of the two verbs is different, because the non-causative verb has only

a theme argument (16a) whereas the causative has a theme and an agent (16b).

(16) a. Urok kut-sk-iz
Ypok KyT-CK-U3
classNoM beginNCAUS-PST.3SG

‘The class began.’

b. Dyshetis’ urokez kut-sk-iz
Hprmetiice  ypoke3 KyT-CK-U3
teachenom classacc  beginNCAUS-PST.3SG

‘The teacher started the class.’

2.3.4 Equipollent alternation
In the equipollent alternation, both the causative and the non-causative forms are derived from
the same stem. The stem expresses the lexical meaning, and the alternation is signaled by

means of different suffixes.

(17) a.azyn-sky-ny b.azynty-ny
A3UH-CKbI-HbI A3UH -ThI-HbI
developNCAUS-INF JdevelopeAus-INF
‘to develoRcaus ‘to developaus

Similarly to the other types, the argument structure of the two verbs is different: the non-
causative verb has only a theme argument (18a) whereas the causative has a theme and an
agent (18b).
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(18) a.Kar umoj  azyn-sk-e
Kap YyMOM  a3uH-CK-€
city.NoM good developCAUS-PRS3SG

‘The city develops well.’

b. Kivaltis’ programmajez  azytiz.
KUBAJITHCh IIporpamMmmaes a3uH-T-U3.
directorNOM programacc developeAus-PST.3sG

‘The director developed the program.’

In (18), both the non-causative and the causative verbs are derived from th@azpet

‘develop by suffixes.

2.3.5  Suppletive alternation versus non-alternating verbs
In the suppletive alternation, both variants have different verb roots and neither of them

contains the causative or anticausative marker:

(19) a. kuly-ny b.vyjy-ny
KYJIbI-HbI BBIMBI-HBI
VdiedNF kill- INF
‘to die’ ‘to kill’

While neither of the verbs has an additional affix, they have different argument structures.

The non-causative has only a patient argument, while the causative has an agent and a theme

argument.

(20) a. Sasha kul-iz
Cama KyJ-ii3.
Sashaiom diePST.3sG
‘Sasha died.’
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b. Sasha Mashajez vyj-t-iz
Cama Marimae3  BBIN-T-H3.
Sashaiom Mashaacc kill- CAUS-PST.3sG
‘Sasha killed Masha.’

There are both causative and non-causative verbs which do not participate in the
alternation and they do not have causative/non-causative variants. Based on their semantics,

however, they belong either to the group of causative or to the group of non-causative verbs.

(21) a.s’as’kaja-ny non-causative
CsIChbKasi-HbI
\blossonwF
‘to blossom’
b. voz'ma-ty-n§® causative
BO3bMa-ThI-HbI
VShow-CAUS-INF

‘to show’

Since the causative/non-causative alternation is defined as a systematic morphological
relation between the verb forms taking part in the alternation, in the course of this work | do
not consider the suppletive verb pairs to instantiate a type of causative/non-causative
alternation. This contrasts with the traditional view of these pairs.

What is clear from the data above is that in Udmurt the sugfikx is the productive non-
causative suffix. Any root can combine with the non-causative suffix unless the root is not
compatible with the non-causative meaning or the root takes a non-productive non-causative
suffix. Similarly to the non-causative suffix, the productive causative marker, whithins -
Udmurt, can attach to any root if the root is compatible with the causative meaning and there

is no marked causative verb formation.

“ It is important to note here that this formwafz’matynyis also the factitive form of the vesmzhmanyto

wait’, so it also has the meaning ‘to make somebody wait’. | assume that although historically there can be a
relation between two verb®z'manyto wait’ andvoz’matyny”to show’, in the contemporary language there is
no relation between them, they are not variants of each other.
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To sum up: all the alternation types classified by Haspelmath (1993) can be found in Udmurt.
The argument structures of the alternating verbs are related in the sense that the nominative
argument of the non-causative variant with a patient or theme thematic role is always the
Accusative marked argument of the transitive causative variant. This means that non-
causative verbs are all unaccusative verbs with a deep object in their ‘subject’ position.
Unergative verbs do not take part in the alternation in Udffurt.

Nevertheless, in this thesis verbs belonging to the suppletive alternation are treated
differently, because | assume that these verbs do not alternate in the sense of the
causative/non-causative alternation. Instead, these pairs involve a transitive and an intransitive
verb that are (syntactically or derivationally) unrelated to each other, and so they fall outside
the scope of the chapter.

2.4 Internal structure

The main proposal in this section draws on work by Alexiadou (2006, 2010) and others: bare
and morphologically marked causative and non-causative verbs have the same structure.
Alexiadou et al. (2006), modifying Kratzer (2003), assumes the following core syntactic

structure for all types of change of state verbs, causatives, non-causatives and passives (22):

(22) [ (Voice) [ CAUS/v [ Root + Theme ]]]

The structure is built on a category-neutral root which is merged either with a verbalizer head
(v) or a causative-verbalizer head (CAUS). Voice is a lexical head that introduces the external

argument for any predicate (see Kratzer 1996, 2003) and merges with a vP/CAUSP layer.

2.4.1 Distinguishing between passives and non-causatives
Before turning to the decomposition of the verbs taking part in the causative alternation, the
passive forms of the transitive verbs need to be distinguished from their non-causative

counterparts. What passive and non-causative verbs have in common is the lack of an external

* This is not a universal property of languages. In has been shown cross-linguistically that unergative verbs

can also have a causative transitive variant (cf. Pylkkdnen 2002 for Japanese):
(i) John-ga kodomo-o  nak-ase-ta

JohnnoMm  child-AcC  cry-CAUS-PAST
‘John made the child cry.’
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argument. This contrasts with the properties of transitive verbs derived from the same root.
However, the difference relates to the presence of agentive features only in the former case
(Alexiadou et al. 2006). This similarity is reflected by the empirical fact that there are
languages where the passive marker can function as the non-causative marker as well.
Traditionally, the difference is explained by the reduction of the arguments, since in the
passive form of the transitive verb the agent is merely not explicit, whereas non-causative
verbs have no agent or causer at all. According to Alexiadou et al. (2006), the difference
between passives and non-causatives depends on the properties of the Voice head introducing
the agent, and its combinations with the causer introduced by the Cause head and various
types of roots.

This difference between passives and non-causative verbs has been studied extensively in
languages like English (e.g. Manzini 1983, Marantz 1984, Reinhart 2000, Schafer 2008,
among many others). There are two differences between these types of verbs: i) modification
or control, and ii) verb restrictions.

As far as modification is concerned, passives can be modified byyphrases (23a), ii)
agent-oriented adverbs (23b), and iii) they allow control into purpose clauses (23c). Non-

causatives do not share any of these properties (23d-f):

(23) a. The boat was sunk by Bill.
b. The boat was sunk on purpose.
c. The boat was sunk to collect the insurance.
d. *The boat sank by Bill.
e. *The boat sank on purpose.
f.

*The boat sank to collect the insurance.
(Schafer 2008:116)

As for theVerb Restriction, all transitive verbs have a passive counterpart, but not all of

them have a non-causative variant (24a-f).

(24) a. The baker cut the bread.
b. The bread was cut by the baker.
c. *The bread cut.
d. Bill broke the glass.
e. The glass was broken by Bill.
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f. The glass broke.
(Schéafer 2008:116)

L & R H (1995) argue that in addition to tMerb Restriction there is alsoSelectional
Restriction:transitive verbs taking part in the alternation have a selectional restriction on their

external arguments. This restriction can be formulated as follows (L & R H 1995, Reinhart
2000, 2002):

(25) The transitive verbs that cannot form anticausatives restrict their subjecfentisor

agentsand instrumentand disallow causers

(L & R H 1995:106)

Comparing non-causative and passives in Udmurt is also motivated by the fact that the same
morpheme,s’k-, appears both in passives and in non-causatives .

In Udmurt, two suffixes,s’k- and emyn, can be used as passive markers.

(26) a. Sasha jyrs’ize kuas'tiz
Cama UBIPCHU3D  KyacbTH3.
Sashalom  hairacc dryPST.3sG

‘Sasha dried his hair.’

b. Jyrs’i kuas'ti-s’k-iz
UbIpCH KyaCbTH-CbK-U3.
hairNOM  dry-NCAUS-PST.3SG

‘The hair was dried.’

c. Jyrsii kuas't-emyn
HbIpCU KyachT-OMBbIH.
hairnom  dry-PASS

‘The hair was dried.’

The sentences in (26b-c) are both passive variants of the active sentence in (26a). The agent is

optional in them; if it does appear, then it bearsnam marker:
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(27) a.Jdyrs’i kuas'ti-s’k-iz Sasha€f.
UBIpCH KyacbTH-CbK-U3 Cama-eH
hairNOM  dry-NCAUS-PST.3SG ~ SashansT

‘The hair was dried by Sasha.’

b. Jyrshi kvast-emyn Sashaen.
UbIpCH KyacbT-3MbIH  Cama-eH
hairnom  dry-PASS SashansT

‘The hair was dried by Sasha.’
INST case is used as an agent marker only in passives; it never occurs with non-causatives:

(28) a. Context: Masha was preparing for her wedding. All of her girlfriends were
helping her on the big day. On the day before the wedding Masha made a list about
which task will be carried out by which friend. Although she planned that Aljona
would dry her hair, Aljona was late and so ...

Jyrs’ijez kuas'ti-s’k-iz Sashaen passive
HBIpCcHE3 KyacCbTH-CbK-U3 Cama-en
hair.3GNOM dry-NCAUS-PST.3SG  SashaNnsT

‘Her hair was dried by Sasha.’

b. Context: Masha did not get up in time, so she was late for school. She took a
shower but she did not have time to dry her hair. Luckily, it was a sunny day and by
the time she got to school ...

*Jyrs’ijez kuas’ti-s’k-iz shundy-en non-causative
HbIpcues KyaChbTU-ChK-U3 IIYHOBI-€H
hair.3GNOM dry-NCAUS-PST.3SG ~ SUNNST

“*Her hair was dried by the sun.’

“ |t is important to note here that’k- passive constructions most likely reflect Russian influence in the

language. Native-speakers always mention this when they meet such a construction.
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The ability of the verb to control into purpose clauses is also a good test to tease apart
passives and non-causative verb-formations. Evidence for the hidden agentivity of passives
comes from the fact that they can be modified by purpose clauses (29).

(29) a.Jyrs’i kuas'ti-s’k-iz med vyl' jyrsii oktet les’toz.
UbIpCH KyaCbTH-CbK-U3 MeJl BBUIb UBIPCU OKTOT  JI3CBTO3.
hairNoM  dry-NCAUS-PST.3sG PRT new haimom style  makeuT.3SG

‘The hair was dried to make a new hairstyle.’

b. Jyrs’i kuas't-emyn med vyl' jyrsi oktet les'toz.
PILIpCH KyachbT-3MbIH Me€Jl BBUIb UBIPCU OKT3T  JI3CHTO3.
hairnom  dry-PASS PRT new haimom style  makeuT.3Gs

‘The hair was dried to make a new hairstyle.’
This type of modification is not possible with non-causative verbs (30):

(30) *Jdyrs’i kuas'ti-s’k-iz med vyl' jyrsii oktet  les’toz.
*UBIPCHM  KyachTH-CbK-U3 M€l BBUIb UBIPCU OKT3T  JI3CBHTO3.
hairNOM  dry-NCAUS-PST.3sG PRT new haimom style  makeuT.3GS

“*The hair dried to make a new hairstyle.’

The fact that agents are licensed in passives but not in non-causatives suggests that the
difference between the two has to do with agentivity, thus agentivity and causation should be
syntactically represented by distinct functional heads (see also Pylkkanen 2002, Alexiadou et
al. 2006). The syntactic structure of Udmurt passive forms markeentyn-or s’k- contains

a Voice head in the sense of Kratzer (1994); this head hosts the agent argument. The structure
of passives is modelled in (31):
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(31)
VO0ICE pssive

Voice

T

% -emyn/-s’k-

While the syntactic properties of the two passive forms seem to be similar,ighare
morphological difference between the two markers. The morph€iigas an affix and it can
function as a passive marker only with th&' Person marker attached to it. The
morphemeemyn, on the other hand, is used without person markers and it is only used in past
tense. Historically, emyn can be decomposed into tlkeen-participle ending and theyn
Inessive case marker.

This difference in the morphology leads us to investigate $tke passive marker a little
bit closer and assume an approach whgie has a function that is somewhere between the

active and the passive function.

2.4.2. Half-passives vs. non-causatives: a parallel from Hungarian?

It was already mentioned in the Introduction Chapter (subsection 1.3.2.2) that in their study of
Udmurt impersonal constructions F. Gulyas & Speshilova (2014) argue for an account where
the s’k- constructions presented above are R-impersonals (in the sense of Siewierska 2011).
R-impersonal means that the construction is impersonal with an indefinite or non-referential
human Agent. These R-impersonal constructions in Udmurt have different syntactic
properties than passives formed wigmyn (F. Gulyas & Speshilova 2014). For instance, they
can appear in constructions where the object is marked with Accusative case. In these
sentences the verb bears"ap&rson plural marker and the Agent can be expressed by a noun
phrase bearing the Instrumental case.

(32) Perepec/-ez si-iskiz (anaj-en)
perepechfom)/-ACC eatREFLPST.3SG  MOthermsT
‘The perepech was eaten (by the mother).’
(F. Gulyas & Speshilova 2014:9b)
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These R-impersonal constructions seem to be similar to Hungarian half-passive constructions
observed by Méarkus (201%8)*’
In Hungarian ©d suffixation has two main functions: it is the default anticausative maker

(33a) and it forms so-called half-passives (33b), as illustrated with the following ex&fples.

(33) a. bonyol-6d-ik
complicate-®-3sG

‘get comlicated’

b. el-felejtod-ik
PRT-forget-Op-3sG

‘get forgetten’

To see the similarity with R-impersonals, consider the definition of half-passive by Markus
(2015:47): ‘Half-passives are used to downplay the contribution of an implicit causer.” A

situation where it can be used is illustrated by Markus (2015) with the following example:

(34) Situation: The owner of the red sludge reservoir is planning to get the dam damaged
to collect money from the insurance company. His managing director is waiting for his
instructions, but the owner finds out in the end that the damage would be significantly
greater than what the insurance would cover. He calls his managing director to call off
the action, and says: ‘I have changed my mind, — the dam won’t Megjondoltam

magam, — nem fog(ja) .... a gat.”]

a. *at-szakit-ani magat
PRT-ruptureus-INF itself.Acc
‘rupture’

b. #at-szakad-ni
PRT-ruptureycy-INF

‘rupture’

6| thank Prof. Katalin E. Kiss for turning my attention to the work of Andrea Markus and | am also thankful to
Andrea Markus, who made her unpublished doctoral thesis available for me.

*" The term ‘half-passive’ used by Méarkus (2015) comes from Nadasdy (2002).

8 The suffixation ©d is not the only way to derive anticausative verbs in Hungarian, although it is the only
fully productive anticausative marker in present day Hungarian.
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c. at-szakit-6d-ni
PRT-ruptureus-OD-INF
‘get ruptured’
(Markus 2015:35)

Markus (2015) argues that the choice of the most acceptable version of the tree variants,
which is example (34c), depends on the speaker’s willingness to hide or minimalize his
responsibility of damag®. This means that th@d-type of half-passive is similar to passive
verb formation, since there is an implicit causer which can never surface, not even in the form
of aby-phrase (35). There are ways to express the agentive causer, however: it can appear in
the preceding clause (36a) or as a locative phrase (36b).

(35) A harom kil6 meggy €s  cseresznye mar cukroz-6d-ik
the three kilo sour.cherryand cherry already sugapRBs3sG
(*az apum altal).
(the dadvwy by)
‘Those three kilos of sour cherries and cherries are already getting sugared (*by my
dad).’
(Markus 2015:36a)

(36) a. Apum nekiallt, es a harom kil6 meggy €s  cseresznye
dadwy buckled.down and the three kilo sour.cherry and cherry
mar cukrozédik.
already sugar-O-PRES3SG
‘My dad buckled down, and those three kilos of sour cherries and cherries are

already getting sugared.’

b. A svédeknél csomo6 minden elpazarolddik -
the Swedear bunch everything wastes8sc
egy kilos sajtot kidobnak mert egy kis penész van rajta.
‘At the Swedes’, a whole bunch of things get wasted — they throw out pounds of
cheese because there is a little mold on them.’

“9 For a detailed description of the situations where half-passives are used in Hungarian, see Markus (2015).
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(Mérkus 2015:37-38)
That the agent cannot appear asyahrase is a property shared by half-passives and non-
causative verb formations. Non-causatives and half-passives also share the property that both

types are compatible with frephrases.

(37) szegénynek annyira megvisik a rohadt cirkotol
POOrDAT  so.muctPrT-wear.out-®-PRES3SG the rotten  gas.boil@rom
az idege
the nervests
‘the nerves of the poor guy get so worn out from that wretched gas boiler’
(Markus 2015:39)

The semantic difference between the half-passive and the non-causative form is whether
the speaker wants to hide the agent or the event described by the verb is happeningby itself.
There are some tests which can help us to distinguish the ambiguous verb forms from each
other. One of these tests consists in inserting an agent oriented adverbial such as
‘intentionally’ into the clause. Agent oriented adverbials are compatible with a hidden agent
in the sentence, but they turn the sentence ungrammatical if the predicate is non-causative.
Consider the following examples:

(38) a. *A gat szandékosan szak-ad-t at.
the dam intentionally ruptur®cH-PAST.3SG PRT
Intended: ‘The dam ruptured intentionally.’

b. A gat szandékosan szak-it-6d-ott . at
the dam intentionally ruptureaus-OD-PAST.3SG PRT
‘The dam got ruptured intentionally.’

(Markus 2015:80)

If the verb form is ambiguous, the adverb triggers the half-passive reading of the predicate.

0 Markus also shows morphological differences in Hungarian to distinguish half-passive and non-causative
verbs from each other, but since morphology does not help in Udmurt, | skip this argument here and refer the
reader to Markus (2015).
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(39) Az a lampa szandékosan kapcsolédott ? le
that the lamp intentionally turn.offB@PAST.3SGPRT
‘Was it intentionally that those lights got turned off?’

The phenomenon of syncretism can be defined as follows: two distinct grammatical
functions or meanings are expressed by the same form (for recent analyses see e.g. Wiese
2004, 2005, Bobaljik 2006, 2012). In her study Ofd-suffixation in Hungarian, Markus
(2015) proposes a nanosyntactic analysis of the syncretism invoihg -

As argued by Markus (2015), in Hungarian the non-causative and half-passive verbs
formed by the suffix®@d are in a syntactic containment relation. Half-passives involve more
agency than non-causative constructions, which leads to the conclusion that half-passives
syntactically subsume non-causative constructions.

Cross-linguistically, the syntactic constructions presented above both from Hungarian and
Udmurt are similar to the well-known phenomenon of medio-passive construttina.
languages such as (Modern) Greek, Latin and Syriac all the non-active verb formations
(passives and middle verB$share the same morphology, as opposed to languages such as
Classical Greek, Hebrew or Icelandic, where we can find two separate non-active forms of the
verb. In addition, there are also languages such as English, in which middle verbs share the
same morphology as active verbs and the passive is morphologically or syntactically marked
differently>*

Alexiadou & Doron (2012) argue that in languages which distinguish active and middle
voice, the middle voice derives anticausative, reflexive, dispositional-midaiel medio-
passive verbs. The main property of middle voice is that it is does not require, but allows the
presence of an external argument. The external argument must be existentially bound. The
term medio-passive labels verbs denoting an event which happens on its own or is caused by
an external argument. This meaning subsumes the meaning of both middles and the passives.

Medio-passive verbs differ from passives, since in passives an external argument is always

L In descriptive and typological studies the terminology ‘middle voice’ is used for this type of verb formation
(see e.g. GeniuSicné 1987, Kemmer 1993, Siewierska 1984).

> |tis important to note here that Markus (2015) argues for an account where the half-passives in Hungarian do
not correspond 100% to medio-passive constructions. For the sake of simplicity | do not go further into her
arguments here and refer the reader to Markus (2015).

3 Cross-linguistically, the following environments cluster together under non-active voice (Alexiadou & Doron
2012): anticausatives, reflexives, dispositional middles, medio-passives and passives.

> Udmurt seems to belong to the second group.

® The term dispositional middle refers to verb formations suatutsr sell in sentences likethe bread cuts

easily or ‘this book sells well
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understood to be present and it is typically an active participant, whereas in medio-passives
the external argument can be an agent/experiencer/location/cause (Alexiadou & Doron 2012).

For the syntactic representation of medio-passives, Alexiadou & Doron (2012) propose an
approach based on Doron (2003). They assume that there are two separate non-active Voice
heads: a middle Voice head and the passive Voice head. In the case of medio-passives the
Voice head in the derivation is the middle Voice head.

Since medio-passive verb formation is beyond the scope of the thesis and the proper
syntactic behavior ofsk- passive constructions is not clear, | do not go deeper into
Alexiadou & Doron’s (2012) analysis of non-active voices (though | assume that their

proposal is probably plausible for the Udmurt data).

2.4.3 The structure of the alternating verbs

As it was already mentioned at the beginning of this section, for the syntactic structure of the
alternating verbs | adopt Alexiadou et al.’s (2006) assumption that bare and morphologically
marked causative and non-causative verbs have the same structure. This is schematically
illustrated in (40):

(40) [ (Voice) [ CAUS/v [ Root + Theme ]]]

In the following paragraphs | will propose that the syntactic structure of non-causative and
causative verbs are built in the same way, the only difference between the two types is

whether they contain the CAUS projection for the causing event.

2.4.3.1 Non-causative verbs

As shown in the previous section, non-causative verbs have the following two types.

(41) a. Pinaljos sajka-zy
[Tunambéc caifka-3bl.
childrenpL.NOM wake.upPST.3PL

‘The children woke up.’

81



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

b. Vaza pil'i-k-iz.
Baza MIIN-CHK-U3
vaseNoM breakNCAUS-PST.3sG

‘The vase broke.’

In (41a) the non-causative verb does not contain the morpfekaeln (41b), on the other
hand, the morphemea’k- occurs in the verb.

The common property of non-causative verbs presented above is that they all lack an agent
argument in their internal structure. Yet a causer argument can appear in the structure, and it
can be i) a non-agent or ii) a causing event. However, an agentive causer is not acceptable.

The verbs differ in how the causer is encoded in their argument structure.

l. Non-agentive causer:

Non-agentive causers are encoded in one of two ways in the argument structure: either with

theABL case les’ or with the postposition seren ‘because’f.

(42) a.Pinaljos gudyrjajem-les’ sajkazy
[Iunanséc TyIBIPBIEM-JI3Ch CalKas3bl.
childpL.NOM thunderaBL wake.uprsT.3sG

‘The children woke up from the thunder.’

*® | assume that there is no syntactic difference betweenghecase les’ and the postpositioseren The

marking mainly depends on the type of the NP: participles used as NPs are most frequently markes! with -
and NPs formed from verbs appear with the postposition:

i) a) Sasha vis'-em-les’ kyliz
Cama BHUC-CM-JIDChb KBUTIA3.
SashaioM  sickPART-ABL  diePST.3sG
‘Sasha died from the illness.’

b) Sasha vis'on seren kyliz
Cama BHCEH COpPEH KBLITH3.
Sashalom sickness because.of @i8T.3sG
‘Sasha died from the illness.’
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b. Pyzh vyjiz uragan seren
JUISPS BBIIU3 yparas COPEH.
boatNoM sSinkPST.3sG stormnoM  because.of

‘The boat sunk from the storm.’

c. Vaza pil'iskiz skvozn’ak seren
Baza MMUINCHKA3 CKBO3HSK C3pEH
vaseNoM breakpsT.3sG  draftNom because.of

‘The vase broke from the draft.’

d. Os us'tis’kiz tol-les’
Ce YCHTHCHKH3 TOI-113Cb.
doorNOM 0penpPsST.3sG  wind-ABL

‘The door closed from the wind.’

e. Ty kynmiz kez’'yt luem-les’
TBI KBIHMU3 KC3bbIT J'Iy3M-J'I3CB
lakenom freezepsT.3sG  cold berPRT-ABL

‘The lake froze from the cold.’

Il. Causing event:
Contrary to languages in which the non-agentive causer is encoded by specialized
prepositional items or markers (e.g. Greek or Gerraim),Udmurt the causing events are

also introduced by thesL case or the postposition seren:

” There are languages in which different causers are introduced by different PPs (Alexiadou & Schafer 2006).

Consider the following German examples:the non-causative aativechen'break’ can appear only with a
causer (PPvon durch) or a causing eventl(rch) but not with an agenv6n) or an instrumentnjit):

0] Die Vase zerbrach *von Peter /*vom Erdbeben / *mit dem Hammer
The vase broke by Peter / by the earthquake / with the hammer

(i) Die Vase zerbrach durch ein Erdbeben
The vase broke through an earthquake

(i)  Die Luftqualitat im Raum verschlechtert sich durch das Rauchen von Zigaretten massiv.
The air-quality in-the room worsens REFL through the smoking of cigarettes severely
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(43) a. Pinaljos sajkazy anaj-atajlen kopas’kemzy-les’
IIunanséc caiikasbl aHal-aTalIdH KOIIaCbKEM3BI-I3Ch
childpL.NOM wake.uppsT.3sG  parentssEN  fight-ABL

‘The children woke up from the fight of the parents.’

b. Pyzh vyjiz pydesys pas’as’kem seren
ITerx BBIN3 MBIIECHI3  TACICHKEM CIPEH
boatNom sinkPST.3sG bottom hole because.of

‘The boat sunk from the hole of the boat on the bottom.’

c. Vaza pil'is’kiz pinaljos byz'ylem seren
Baza MHWINCHbKU3 MMUHAITBEC OBI3BBUIIM COPEH
vaseNoM breakpsT.3sc  childrenpL  run because.of

‘The vase broke from the running of the children.’

d. Os us’ktis’kiz skvozn’ak-les’
(")3 YCBTﬁCBKHS CKBO3HIK-JIDChH
doorNOM openpsST.3sG  draftABL

‘The door opened from the draft.’

e. Ty kynmiz omyr kez'ytskem-les’
TI:I KBIHMH3 OMBIp KE3bbITCKCM-JIDCh
lakeNOM freezepsT.3sG  airNOM cold PRT-ABL

‘The lake froze from the cold of the air.’

[ll. Agent causer:

It was shown in the previous section that passives and non-causative constructions differ
regarding their agentivity. Passives contain an implicit agent while non-causatives do not.
Crucially, in Udmurt there are some non-causative verbs which appear with an agentive

causer:
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(44) a. Pinaljos anaj-les’ sajkazy.
AluHanbéc  aHaAK-JIAChH caiiKasbl.
childpPL.NOM motherABL wake.uppST.3sSG
‘The children were woken up by the mother.’

(Lit. The children woke up by the mother.)

b. Vaza pil'iskiz Sasha(en) seren
Baza MUJIACHKA3 Carra(en) CopeH
vaseNOM breakpsT.3sG =~ SashaloM/INST because.of
‘The vase was broken by Sahsa.’

(Lit. The vase broke by Sasha.)

c. Os us’tis’kiz Sasha seren
Ce YCBTUCBKU3 Cama COpPEH
doOorNOM  OpenksT.3SG Sashaiom because.of
‘The door was opened by Sasha.’

(Lit. The door opened by Sasha.)

It is important to note that the examples above — as well as other attested sentences not
included in the thesis — show that only those non-causative verbs can co-occur with the
agentive causer which are marked with the morphetke.-

The appearance of the agentive causer or an agent is not possible with non-causative or
unaccusative verbs which do not take part in the alternation or do not have a

transitive/causative alternant, as illustrated with the following examples.

(45) a. *Pinal s'uriz anaj seren/ anaj-les’
MAHAII cropus aHau capen/ aHau-JIdCh
kidNoM appearsT.3sG mothemnom because.of mothesL

*The kid appeared by the mother.’

b. *kuara chuzjas’ke  Sasha seren/ Sashales’
Kyapa 9Y3BbICHKE Cama capen/ Camainace
voiceNOM echorPRsS3sG Sashavom because.of Sashasi

*The voice echoes by Sasha.’
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On the basis of the examples in (45) we can conclude that not all non-causative/unaccusative
verbs allow the appearance of the agent in a gehnesse in Udmurt.

For the internal structure of non-causative verbs, | follow Anagnostopulou & Schéfer
(2006), Schéafer (2008) and Schéfer at al. (2014). In their proposal non-causative verbs are not
uniform and their internal structure may differ. They argue that non-causative roots can have
the requirement to appear in the presence of Voice (e.g. non-causative verbs with extra
morphology ¢ich) in German), even if they express a non-causative event. In this case, a
special kind of Voice is involved with no semantic content. The different syntactic structures

are illustrated in (46):

(46) non-causative: [ V[ RootA + Theme ]] %]
non-causative: [DPexpl. [Voice{D, @} [ V[ RootB + Theme ]]]] sich
causative: [DP [Voice{D, Agent} [V [ RootA/B + Theme ]]]] transitive

(Schéfer et al. 2014)
Following Kratzer's (1996) proposal that Voice is responsible for introduting the external
argument, Alexiadou (2010) argues that in the case of non-causatives with special Voice

morphology, the Voice projection is specified as [-external argument] and [-agentivity] (47).

(47) [Voice (—ext. arg. —AG) [v [Root]]]

Since in Udmurt non-causative verbs can optionally license a causer argument with a
[tagentive] feature, | assume that Voice appears also in the internal structure of non-causative
verbs, similarly to the structure of German non-causatives with extra morphslolgy énd
the specifier position of VoiceP hosts the causer DP with a [-external argument] feature.

Based on the empirical data, | propose that non-causative verbs have two different
structures (48a-b).

86



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

(48) a.

VoiceP
T
[-ext. arg. Voice’
-AG] Py

vP Voice

T D/-s’k-

\'

T

\rootP v

VoiceP
/\
[-ext. arg. Voice’
'AG] /\
VPTRANSITIVE VOICe

T D/-s’k-

]
VTRANSITIVE

vP 1-/1D
/\

\

T

\rootP v

| suggest that non-causative verbs that cannot appear with an agentive causajkéanyg.
‘to wake up) have the structure in (48a). Those that can appear with an agentive causer have
the structure in (48b). These verbs have an extra layer, and this layer is responsible for the

agentivity of the causer.

2.4.3.2 Causative verbs
As observed above, causative verbs can be divided into two groups on the basis of whether

they contain the morphemt er not:

(49) a. Anaj pinaljoszy sajka-t-iz
Amnai MUHATBECHI3 caiika-T-i3.
mothemiom childenpL.ACC.3PL wake.UpeAUS-PST.3SG

‘The mother woke up her children.’
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b. Sasha vazajez pil-iz
Camma Basaes OWI-U3
Sashalom vaseacc breakpPsT.3sG

‘Sasha broke the vase.’

In spite of this fact, however, all causative verbs have the same argument structure, and the

causer can be: i) an agent, ii) a causing event and iii) a non-agentive causer:

(50) a. Anaj sajka-t-iz pinaljosty agent
Amnai caiika-T-i3 IMUHATBECTHI
mothemiom wake.upeAus-PST.3sG  childpPL.ACC

‘The mother woke up the children.’

b. Gudyrjajem sajka-t-iz pinaljosty non-agent
['yneipbsiem caika-T-i3 MUHATBECTBI
thundemiom wake.upeAus-PST.3sG  childpL.ACC

‘The thunder woke up the children.’

c. Anaj-atajlen kopas’kemez sajka-t-iz pinaljosty causing event
aHal-aTalIdH KomachbkeMe3 caika-T-ii3 MUHATBECTHI
parentsseN  fight.3sG wake.upeAUs-PST.3sG  childpL.ACC

‘The fight of the parents woke up the children.’

Based on these properties, | propose the following syntactic structure for the causative
variants of the alternation (51b):

(51) a.+root + v + Cause + Voice
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VoiceP
/\

[-ext. arg. Voice’
*AG]
CauseP Voice
T

Cause’

/\
vP D/-t-

Unlike non-causative verbs, causative verbs are associated with a Cause head that hosts the
causing event. Adopting Pylkk&anen’s (2002, 2008) approach to causatives, iSil¢bgon
parameterwhich regulates which head is selected by CaUkds obvious that in the case of
lexical causation Cause selectyR containing only an internal argument and no external
argument. In the case of causative verbs, the external argument is the causer, and following
Kratzer's (1994) assumption that the external argument always appears in the [Spec,VoiceP]
position, | propose that the causer argument sits in [spec, VoiceP] and it can have either a
[+Agentivity] or a [-Agentivity] feature.

In accordance with Pylkdnnen’s (2002, 20(B)ndling parameter this means that
Udmurt, similarly to Japanese or Haiki (Tubino Blanco 2011), for instance, is a non-voice-
bounding language. Evidence for the separate Voice head and Cause head comes from the fact

that causative transitive verbs can be passivized:

(52) a. Anaj sajka-t-iz pinaljosty
Amnai caiikatiiz MUHATBECTHI
mothemiom wake.upcAUS.PST.3sG child.PL.ACC

‘The mother woke up the children.’

** As introduced in section 1.4.3, Pylkkdanen's (2002, 2008) analysis of causatives is based on two main

parameters, the Voice-Bounding parameter and the Selection parameter. These two binary parameters are
independent of each other, and their settings determine the syntactic behavior of different types of causatives in
languages. However, contrary to Pylkkdnen’s assumptions, it is assumed in this work that lexical causatives are
only vP-selecting and root-selecting causatives do not exist in Udmurt.
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b. Pinaljos sajka-t-emyn (anajen)
MMUHATBEC caiika-T-3MBIH aHacH
childpL wake.UpCAUS.PASS  mothennsT

‘The kids were woken up (by the mother).’

As shown by the data, in the passive sentence the agesmd)Phe mother’ is optional and
it is encoded withNsST case, which is typical in passivization. The structure of the passive

sentence is illustrated in (53):

(53)

VoiceRassve

Voice’
S
CauseP Voice
T -emyn
Cause’
S
vP D/-t-
T
\Y;

T

Vroot v

2.4.4 True inchoative verbs
It is a crucial observation in Udmurt that there is more than one productive process that forms
non-causative and causative verbs from adjectives. There are languages like Hungarian, where

the process is systematic. Consider the following examples from Hungarian:

(54) a. kékblue’ - kékit‘'make blue’ -kékill‘become blue’

b. készready’ - készitmake ready’ - késztbecome ready’

(55) a. fehétwhite’ - fehérit‘'make white’ - fehéredikbecome white’

b. szinescolorful’ - szinesitmake colorful’ - szinesedibecome colorful’

As shown by (54) and (55), Hungarian non-causatives have two different mawkeaad--

Vdik According to Bartos (2013), their structure is the following:
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(56)

a \root

In the above structure, the root is merged witladread that categorizes the root in the sense
of Arad (2005), and thenwahead hosting the verbal morphology is merged, creating a verbal
category.

Unlike inchoatives, causative verbs have only one productive maiketh@t can be
systematically attached to adjectives. The causative verbs have the following structure (Bartos
2013):

(57)

As we can see from the structure presented in (57), causatives derived from adjectives have
two functional heads above théhead: ther head that forms a verb from the adjective and the
C-INT head which encodes inner causation, as opposed to inchoatives.

In Udmurt, inchoative/causative verbs are derived in the following ways:

(58) Adjective Causative Inchoative
a. lyz lyz-my-ty-ny® lyzma-s’ky-ny
JIbI3 JIBI3-MBI-ThI-HbI JIbI3-Ma-CbKbI-HbI
blue bluev-CAUS-INF  bluev-NCAUS-INF
‘blue’ ‘make blue’ ‘become blue’

> The causative has another form as wettytyny.

91



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

b. das’ das’-a-ny das’-a-s’ky-ny
Jach Jac-s-Hbl Jac-s1-CbKbI-HbI
ready ready~INF readyv-NCAUS-INF
‘ready’ ‘make ready’ ‘become ready’

c. kos kos-a-ty-ny kosany
KOc KOcC-a-ThI-HbI KkOc-a-HBI
dry dryv-CAUS-INF dry-v-INF
‘dry’ ‘(make) dry’ ‘(become) dry’

The data presented in (58) illustrate the productivity of all the derivations, as shown in the
previous sections. Inchoative verbs can be morphologically marked, as shown in (59a) and

they have the syntactic structure presented in (59b):

(59) a.+root + a + v + Voice

b.
Voice
/\
v -s'k/ @
/\
a @/-m-
/\

\root a

In the above structure, bothand Voice can be phonologically overt or covert.
Causative verbs are derived in the following way:

(60) a.+root+ a + v + Cause
b.

Cause
/\
Y, -t-/ &

a @a/-m-
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The structure, similarly to the structure inchoatives, contaire laead and & head, but the
head attached to v is a Cause head which introduces the causing event. The external argument

is in spec,VoiceP (not modelled in (60)).

2.4.5Nominalization

The nominalization of the alternating verbs is also an interesting topic that has been in the
center of research related to the causative/non-causative alternation. Research in the domain
of nominalization has shown that the derived nominal preserves the original argument

structure of the verbs, however, the case of the internal arguments changes.

2.4.5.1 The realization of the external argument

In the case of the non-causative/causative alternation, Pesetsky (1995) argues that causatives
that do not alternate produce grammatical transitive derived nominals, but verbs which occur

in the inchoative/causative alternation do not produce transitive derived nominals.

(61) a. Bill's cultivation of tomatoes

b. *Tomatoes cultivated

(62) a. *Bil's growth of tomatoes

b. Tomatoes grew

Contrary to Pesetsky (1995), Harley & Noyer (2000) argue that alternating verbs do
produce transitive derived nominals as long as the external argument can be construed as a

direct cause:

(63) a.the balloon exploded
b. the balloon’s explosion
c. the army exploded the bridge

d. the army’s explosion of the bridge

Similarly to Harley & Noyer (2000), Alexiadou & Schafer (2007) also analyze

nominalizations and they assume that the nominalizations of the alternating verbs behave like
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their verbal counterparts, with one major difference, namely the ambiguity of the intransitive

variant:

(64) a.John’s breaking of the vase
b. the breaking of the vase (by John/by the wind)
c. John’s accumulation of wealth

d. the accumulation of wealth (by John)

The realization of the external argument in the construction is usually licensed in one of two
different ways: i) as a posses¥qi65a) or ii) as a PP (65b) (Alexiadou & Schafer 2007):

(65) a.John’s destroying the manuscript

b. the destruction of the manuscript by John

Kratzer (1994) and Marantz (1997), among others, argue that the external argument is hosted
by VoiceP, as shown above. Since nominals derived by suffixes(dien in English lack

Voice, their external argument is realized as a possessor rather than as an agent. When the
nominalization structure includes Voice, the external argument is realized obligatorily, as in

German, for instance (Alexiadou & Schafer 2007):

(66) a. die Offnung der Tur durch Peter
the open-ung theeN door through Peter
‘the opening of the door by Peter’

b. die Offnung der Tur durch den Wind
the open-ung theeN door through the wind
‘the opening of the door by the wind’

2.4.5.2 Nominalization in Udmurt

In contemporary Udmurt, there are two suffixespn/n and em/m® that function as

nominalizers:

% The possessor position is not available in all languages and in all types of DPs. In German, for instance, only
proper names can appear in this position (Alexiadou & Schéafer 2007).
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(67) a.verasky-ny ‘totalk’ --> verask-on ‘talking’
b. kuly-ny ‘to die’ --> kul-em ‘death’

As Winkler (2001, 2011) observes, in nominalization the derived nominals preserve their
verbal properties.

In the case of alternation, the evidence for the presence of Voice is similar to what was
shown with non-causative verbs: the external argument appears as a PP. Consider the

following examples in (68):

(68) a. Sasha vazajez piliz.
Carma Bazaes OUJI-U3
Sashalom vaseacc breakpsT.3sG

‘Sasha broke the vase.’

b. Sasha seren vaza pyl'on
Cama COpeH Ba3a MHJIEH
Sashaiom because.of vasewm breaknOMIN
‘Sasha’s destroying of the vase’

c. tol seren vaza pyl'on
TOn COpPEH Baza NUIEH
windNOM because.of vaseM breaknomIN

‘the wind’s breaking of the vase’

As shown by (68), in the nominalized construction the external argument appears as a PP with
the postpositiorseren‘because of’. This postposition is used in passives, too, and it also
introduces the non-obligatory agent/causer argument of non-causative verbs into the sentence

(see section 2.4.1).

. The choice of the allomorphs is based on the final vowel of the root: verbsyveththe final vowel are

marked with theen and emallomorphs, while verbs ending ia are marked only with the consonantal variant
of the suffix (Winkler 2011):

(i) verask-y-ny -->  verask-on, vera’k-em
(i) ver-a-ny -->  vera-n, vera-m
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Similarly to non-causatives, in the nominalization the external argument can be either a
non-agentive (68c) or an agentive causer (68b), and both are introduced with the postposition

seren ‘because of'.

2.5 Summary

In this chapter | discussed new empirical data of the causative/non-causative alternation in
Udmurt. In my proposal, the alternation takes place in syntax rather than in the lexicon. Using
the framework oDistributed MorphologyMarantz 1995, Arad 2005), | suggested that both
causative and non-causative verbs are derived from roots in the course of Narrow Syntax.

Causative verbs contain either the overt causative morpherae a phonologically null
suffix, while non-causative verbs can have a phonologically null suffix or the non-causative
morphemes’k-.

The syntactic structures of the alternants differ in size: causative verbs contain an extra
layer, the CauseP, which introduces the causing event. As argued in the chapter, the causer is
not necessarily agentive, and so the Cause head attached to vP can bear either the [-
Agentivity] or the [+Agentivity] feature. The structure of non-causative verbs lacks the Cause
layer; it contains only the verbalizer layer and VoiceP (the latter introduces the external
argument).

Interestingly, some non-causative verbs allow an agentive causer (a property that has not
been observed for non-causatives cross-linguistically). | suggested that the structure of these

verbs contains an extra layer that can host the agent causer.
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CHAPTER 3

Factitive Causatives

3.1 Introduction

Cross-linguistically, factitive causatives can be formed both morphologically and
periphrastically. In these constructions the causer alone is responsible for the causing event;
and the two events of the construction, the causing event and the basic event, are clearly
visible. The semantics of factitive causative constructions is predictable, conveying the basic
meaning ‘causer causes that S'.

In morphological causatives a morpheme is attached to the verb and this morpheme
transforms the verb into a causative verb form. Morphological causatives are productive in
agglutinative languages; in these languages the causative marker can be attached to all types
of verbs.

Periphrastic factitives express the same meaning syntactically, in a productive way, by
placing a causative verb such mske, in front of a phrase headed by the verb that would
serve as the stem for derived causative formation in morphological languages.

As has already been mentioned, in the frameworBisfributed Morphology(Halle &

Marantz 1994), a unified syntactic account is proposed for all types of causative formations.
Syntactically, the morphologically marked causative event is introduced in a functional head
which is the head of CauseP. Following the Marantzian idea of a unified syntactic derivation,
based on the approach presented in the previous chapter on inner causative constructions, a
similar syntactic structure is assumed for factitive causatives. The causative event is realized
as a Cause head. It is a Phase-selecting head in the sense of Pylkkanen (2002, 2008), because
it selects a VoiceP with [+EA] and [+tAG] features.

The rest of this chapter is organized as follows. Section 3.2 focuses on the causative
morpheme, listing its descriptive properties in the diachronic and the synchronic grammar of
the Udmurt language. Section 3.3 deals with the crucial syntactic properties of productive
causative constructions in the language. In section 3.4 the appearencec of thez|dhan

the causee argument is in the center. Section 3.5 presents a syntactic approach to factitives in
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Udmurt based on Pylkkdnen (2002, 2008). In section 3.6 | discuss number of events and

clausal domains in morphological causatives. Section 3.7 closes this chapter.

3.2 The causative morpheme in Udmurt

It was shown in the previous chapter that the causative variant of the causative/non-causative
alternation is marked either with a phonologically null variant or the morphenmeteday’s
Udmurt. This causative morpheme also functions as the productive causative morpheme in the
language.

As | will argue though this chapter, when this causative suffix serves as a factitive marker,
it is hosted in the head of the CauseP introducing the factitive causing event into the

derivation.

3.2.1  The history of the -t- morpheme in a nutshell

The Udmurt causative markert- - originates from the Proto-Uralic languatje.The
reconstructed form of the morpheme ig+*{A. Kévesi 1965), but some researches argue for
*-t- or even *kt- forms (Mikola 1995, 1999), and the morpheme probably already had a
causative function in the Proto-Uralic language. Corresponding morphemes of the
reconstructed 1-/-tt- can be found in Hungarian, Khanty, Komi and in the Nenets languages
(Dolovai 2006).

Based on the different functions of the corresponding morphemes in the contemporary
Permic languages (Komi, Komi-Permyak and Udmurt), the Proto-Pemurpheme had at
least four different functions depending on the nominal/verbal properties of the roots it
attached to, and among these functions the morpheme already had a use as a transitive-
causative and productive causative morpheme when attached to a verbal root (Lytkin 1957, A.
Kovesi 1965).

It is interesting to note that in the Komi language the equivalent of the Udmurt causative
morpheme is alsa- but it is used only with causative-transitive verbs (Budenz 1884-1894,
Lehtisalo 1936). The causative morpheme in Komi id-affix, and it originates from a i
suffix (Lytkin 1957).

62 Pproto-Uralic is the reconstructed proto language of the Uralic language family. The Proto-Uralic period

lasted between 7000BC and 4000 BC in a small area around the Ural Mountains.
5 Proto-Permi is the reconstructed proto language of the Permic branch of the Uralic language family. The
division of the Permic languages took place around 800 AD.
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3.2.2  Synchronic description of the -t- morpheme
In contemporary Udmurt, external causative predicates are marked with the causative
morphemet-,°* as mentioned in the Introduction Chapter. This morpheme can be attached to

unergative (1a) and transitive verbs (1b) to form factitives (GSzUJa 1962, Kozmacs 1994):

(1) a.Masha Sasha-jez uzha-t-iz
Maiua Cama-e3  yxa-T-i3.
MashanoMm  Sashacc work-CAUS-PST.3SG
‘Masha made Sasha work.’

b. Masha Sasha-jez niga-jez lydzhy-t-iz
Marima Camra-e3 KHHTa-e3  JIBIO3BI-T-I3
Mashanom Sashacc bookAcc reade€Aus-PST.3sG
‘Masha made Sasha read the book.’

As shown in Chapter 2 (Lexicalized Causatives), themorpheme attached to an

unaccusative verb results in the causative transitive variant of the causative/non-causative

alternation:
(2) a.Pinaljos sajkazy. non-causative
IIunanséc caiikaskbl.

child.pL.NOM wake.uprsT.3PL

‘The children woke up.’

b. Anaj pinaljosyz sajkatiz causative
Amnaii MMUHATBECHI3 caiikaTiis.
mothermnom childpPLAcc.3PL  wake.upesT.3sG

‘The mother woke up the children.’

64 Research on the causative suffix in Udmurt is still limited. The suffix was mentioned for the first time in the

grammar of F. J. Widemani(ammatik der wotjakischen Sprache nebst einem kleinen wotjakisch-deutschen
und deutsch-wotjakischen Worterbuch851: 119-121). Following this work, the morpheme is mentioned in the
works of V. I. Lytkin (1957), I. A. Kotovka (1993), E. A. Cipanov (2005), N. V. Kondratjeva (2009) and in two
grammars: GSUJa (1962) and R. Bartens (2000), among others.
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It is possible to attach the causative morpheme to the verb in all of the grammatical tenses:

(3) a.Masha Sasha-jez uzha-ty-l-iz. Future tense
Maiua Cama-e3  y»a-ThI-JI-i13.
Mashanom Sashaacc work-CAUS-FUT-3SG

‘Masha will make Sasha work.’

b. Masha Sasha-jez uzha-t-iz Past tense
Maiua Cama-e3  yxa-T- i3.
Mashanom Sashacc work-CAUS-PST.3sG
‘Masha made Sasha work.’

c. Masha Sasha-jez uzha-t-emyn. Il. Past tense
Marma Cama-e3  yXa-T-dMbIH.
Mashanom Sashacc work-CAUs-Il.PST

‘Masha had made Sasha work.’

It is also possible to combine the causative morpheme with the morphological marker of

mood:

(4) Masha Sasha-jez uzha-t-y-sal Conditional
Marma Cama-e3  yxa-T-bI-call.
MashanoMm  Sashacc work-CAUS-EP-COND

‘Masha would make Sasha work.’

3.3 The arguments of the factitive causative

As shown in (1), in the case of both unergative and transitive verbs, the complex verbal form
with the causative morpheme involves an additional argument: the causer of the causing
event, which is a non-core argument. In the case of (1a), the base intransitive verb has become
transitive and the original argument — the external argument — is marked as a direct object
with Accusative case, following the direct object marking rule in Udmurt. This is a universal
property of the causative form of an intransitive verb. Consider, for instance, the following

Hungarian examples (5a-b):
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(5) a.Janos énekel
JohnnoM  sSingPRS3SG

‘John is singing.’

b. Mari énekel-tet-i Janos-t
MaryNOM Sing-CAUS-3SG.DEF JohnAccC

‘Mary is making John sing.’

Since the new argument introduced by the causing event, that is, the causer, is the most
prominent argument, it is always this argument that is encoded Nn@ith The external
argument of the base event, that is, the causee, is encoded in the new strucage. with

Turning to morphological causatives with a transitive base, they have some special
properties which are observed by Kozmacs (1994). The case marking of the causee plays the
main role, in the following sections these syntactic properties will be presented in detail.

3.3.1 Double-object constructions
Cross-linguistically, in the argument structure of a causative with a transitive base, the causee
is encoded with an oblique (hencefortigL) case (Comrie 1981). This case carpbg, as in

the Turkish example i(6), orINST, as in the Hungarian example in (7).

(6) cocuk kbpe-e kedi-yi kovala-t-ti
childNOM dogbAT catAcC chasecAUS-PAST
‘The child made the dog chase the cat.’
(Ozlem et al 2008:2b)

(7) Péter fel-olvas-tat-t-a a konyv-et Mari-val

PetemioM up-readeAus-P.ST.3SGDEF the bookacc Mary-INST

‘Peter made Mary read the book.’
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This is consistent with Comrie’s (1981) hierarchy: Subject (S) > Direct Object (OB) >
Indirect Object (I0) > Oblique Object (OBFS. According to his hierarchy, the causee
argument in the structure takes the most prominent empty syntactic position, which is the
position of the indirect object in the case of a transitive verb, and as an indirect object, it is
assignedbpAT. But there are counterexamples, as illustrated with Hungarian (7) or with
Umdurt (8).

Contrary to Comrie’s hierarchy, transitive based causatives in Udmurt yield a double-

object argument structure (¥).

(8) Masha Sasha-jez niga-jez lydzhy-t-iz.
Marina Carra-e3  KHHUTA-€3  JIBIO3BI-T-I3
Mashanom Sashaacc bookAcc read€AuUS-PST.3sG

‘Masha made Sasha read the book.’

According to Baker (1985), in true double accusative languages, ditransitive verbs can
assign structural case to more than one NP that they govern, and both NPs exhibit object-like
behavior. Since in these languages non-derived verbs can assigase to two NPs, it is not
surprising that in a transitive based causative they can do the same. But Udmurt is not a true
double accusative language, as this double-object structure is not well-formed in the case of

non-derived ditransitive predicates such as ‘give’ (9).

8 It follows from Comrie’s (1981) hierarchy that the most prominent case for the causee argumenaisd

as Comrie argues, the causee bears this case in most languages indeed. Mikola (1999) claims that Uralic
languages, except for Finnish and Hungarian, show the same phenomenon.

% It is important to note that forming these double-object constructions seems to be problematic for native
speakers. They seem to avoid these constructions, and choose to form periphrastic causatives or to encode the
causee WithNsT case instead. However, double-object structures are frequently used in the literature.
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(9) a.Sasha Masha-ly  rlga-jez s'ot-iz
Cama Maima-nisl KHHTa-e3 CET-I3.
Sashaiom MashabpAT  bookAcc givePST.3sG

‘Sasha gave the book to Masha.’

b. *Sasha Masha-jezniga-jez s'ot-iz
*Cara Mashaes kunura-e3 cér-iis.
Sashalom MashaAacchbookAcC givePST.3sG

‘Sasha gave Masha the book.’

However, there are two sentence types for which descriptive grammars assume two objects
in one clause. Kondratjeva (2002, 2010) and Salminen (2006) mention that double-object

constructions can appear in Udmurt with verbs like bas’'tyny ‘take’ or shiayssty’ (10):

(10) a. Sasha Masha-jez kyshno bas’t-iz
Cara Marima-e3 KBIIIIHO 0achT-13
Sashanom  Mashaacc wifeNOM takepPST.3sG

‘Sasha married Masha.’

b. Al'i ta  shur-ez tuganaj shuo.
Ann Ta  IIyp-€3 Tyranait yo.
now this riveracCc tuganapoM sayPRS3PL
‘Now this river is called Tuganaj.’
(Salminen 2006:10)

| suggest, contrary to Salminen’s (2006) and Kondratjeva’s (2002, 2010) assumptions, that

there are no double-object constructions in Udmurt with transitive predicatémbkegny‘to

take’ orshuyny‘to say’. These predicates do not license pga cases on their complement

DPs in the same clause either. The two DPs stand in two different clauses. The double-object
constructions mentioned in Salminen (2006) and Kondratjeva (2002, 2010) are all secondary
predications containing a small clause. When the Small Clause is selected by the matrix verb,
the AP/NP predicate can be marked with a nominative marker (or it can be unmarked). If the

Small Clause is attached as an adjunct, the AP/NP predicate is markad iwtT case.
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| assume that Udmurt verbs, including ditransitive verbs and predicatdmbkgny‘to take’

or shuynyto say’, are not able to assign twoc cases’

3.3.2  The order of the arguments

Kozmacs (1994) has shown that in addition to the case-marking of the arguments, causative
constructions have another interesting property, too, namely the order of the two Accusative

marked arguments. If the animacy features of the arguments are different, the order is
variable, just like in the following example, where the patient has a [+animate] feature and the

theme has a [-animate] feature (11):

(11) Sasha Masha-j@zieny Kiiga-jezmeme] lydzhy-t-iz
Cama Marma-e3 KHHTa-e3 JBLI3EI-T-13
Sashavom  Mashaacc bookAcc readeAUS-PST.3SG

‘Sasha made Masha read the book.’

The thematic roles are still clear when we change the order of the arguments (12).

(12) Sasha Kiga-jezmeme; Masha-jegatieny lydzhy-t-iz.
Cama KHUTA-€3 Mairma-e3 JBIA3BI-T-13
Sashaiom bookacc Mashaacc readeAUS-PST.3SG

‘Sasha made Masha read the book.’

This derives from semantics and pragmatics, because the [tanimate] value of the arguments
makes the situation clear: the [+animate] argument will be the patient and the [-animate]
argument the theme. But unlike in the previous cases, the order cannot be changed if we have

two [+animate] DPs in the sentence (13a-b): in this case the patient has to precede the theme.

(13) a. Sasha Masha-jg@geng IVan-ezneme zhugy-t-iz.
Cama Mara-e3 NBan-e3 KYTBI-T-13
Sashaiom Mashaacc lvanAcc hit-CAUS-PST.3SG

‘Sasha made Masha hit Ivan.’

7 For a more detailed discussion of Small Clauses in Udmurt see Appendix on page 166.
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b. *Sasha  Ivan-gzme; Masha-j€gatieny zhugy-t-iz.
*Camra NBan-33 Mara-e3 KYTBI-T-13
Sashaiom IvanAcc Mashaacc hit-CAUS-PST.3SG

‘Sasha made Masha hit lvan.’

Since the animacy feature of the arguments does not help us to identify the thematic roles of
the arguments, the order of arguments is probably the only option to determine the proper
roles: the one further away from the verb is always the patient and the theme is next to the
verb.

The OV-VO parameter resetting in today’s language (see the Introduction) raises the
qguestion of what the order of the two [+animate] DPs is when the verb precends the
arguments. Testing these sentences with native speakers yielded an interesting result: the verb
cannot precede the two [+animate] DPs, not even in the case of Russian-dominant native

speakers. Thus the following orders of the constituents af® out:

(14) a. *Sasha  zhugy-t-iz. Mashagj@zng van-egneme
*Camma KYThI-T-I3 Marma-e3 WBan-33
Sashalom hit-CAUS-PST.3sG  MashaAcc IvanAcc

‘Sasha made Masha hit Ivan.’

b.*Sasha  zhugy-t-iz. Ivani@émej Masha-jegatient
*Caa KYTbI-T-U3 HBan-33 Marmma-e3
Sashaiowm hit-CAUS-PST.3sG  lvanAcc Mashaacc

‘Sasha made Masha hit lvan.’

Contrary to the observation made by Kozmacs (1994), | assume that changing the order of
arguments with different animacy is only possible when the arguments have different
discourse functions. The basic order among the arguments is always patient before theme and

never theme before patient.

% The native speakers said that even if they understood the sentence they would ask the question ‘who hit
whom?’. This means that the pragmatic status of the arguments would not be clear enough.
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3.3.3  Neutralization of the case-marked/non-case-marked object alternation
The third syntactic property which occurs only with causatives of transitive verbs is the
neutralization of the case-marking alternation on the object that has the causee function in the
construction (Kozmacs 1994).

As already mentioned in the Introduction (section 1.3.3), non-specific objects are
morphologically unmarked in Udmurt (15a), while specific ones are marked with the
Accusative morpheme -ez/jez (15b):

(15) a. Sasha kiga lydzh-iz.
Carma KHHTa JIBLI3-U3
Sashavom bookNomM readPsT.3sG

‘Sasha read a book.’

b. Sasha kiga-jez lydzh-iz.
Carma KHHTA-€3  JIBLI3BI-T-U3
SashavoMm bookAcc readPST.3SG

‘Sasha read the book.’

However, this characteristic of the Udmurt language seems to disappear in factitive causative
constructions. The external argument of the base predicate is always case-marked, even if it is
non-specific, regardless of whether the embedded verb is intransitive (16a-b) or transitive
(17a-b).

(16) a.Sasha pinal-ez  uzha-t-iz
Cama MUHAI-33  YXKa-T-3.
Sashaiom  child-acc work-CAUS-PST.3SG
‘Sasha made a/the kid work.’

b. *Sasha pinal uzha-t-iz
*Carmma TTHHAJ yKa-T-i3.
Sashaiom  child-(acc) work-CAUS-PST.3SG
‘Sasha made a kid work.’
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(17) a. Sasha pi-jez rkga-jez lydzhy-t-iz
Carma nu-e3 KHHTA-€3  JILLI3BI-T-H3.
Sashalom  boyAcc bookAcc read€Aus-PST.3SG

‘Sasha made a/the boy read the book.’

b. *Sasha pi kga-jez lydzhy-t-iz
*Cama nu KHHTA-€3  JIBLI3BI-T-H3.
Sashavom  boy-(acc) bookAcc read€AUS-PST.3SG

‘Sasha made a boy read the book.’

The unmarked vs. marked alternation still holds for the internal argument of the base

predicate — if there is one — and the presence or absence of object marking is determined by
the specificity of the embedded object (18a-b):

(18) a. Sasha pi-jez rkga lydzhy-t-iz
Cama Hu-e3 KHHUTA JBIA3BI-T-13
SashaloMm  boyAcc book.AcC) read€AUsS-PST.3SG
‘Sasha made the/a boy read a book.’

b. Sasha pi-jez rkga-jez lydzhy-t-iz.
Cama Hu-e3 KHHUTa-€3 JIBIA3BI-T-13
Sashaiom boyAcc bookacc readeAUS-PST.3SG

‘Sasha made the/a boy read the book.’

The syntactic property presented above strongly suggests that the assumpticazijeaat

an Accusative marker in the case of factitives needs to be revised.

3.3.4  Case-marking patterns

Crucially, Acc is not the only case with which the causee can be encoded in the argument
structure of transitive base causatives. The causee of factitives displagE@snTIVE —
OBLIQUE case-alternation, wheresL is the -en instrumental morpheme (Tanczos 2013a).

Consider the following pairs of sentences in (19) and (20).

107



(19) a.

(20) a.

Before going futher into the issue of case-alternation in factitives, it should be investigated

whether the causative in example (20a) is a real factitive. The question arises since in the
definition of factitives the causer has an effect on the causee, which is not possible if the
causee is non-agentive. The interpretation of example (20a) suggests that in the syntactic

representation of the senteriggzhan'song’ is not in the causee position but it is an adjunct
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Sasha Masha-jez pinal-ez  babyty:t-iz
Cama Mamma-e3 MUHAN-33 0aOBITHI-T-i13
Sashalom Mashaacc babyAcc rock.to.sleepeAUS-PST.3SG

‘Sasha had Masha rock the baby to sleep.’

. *Sasha Masha-en pinal-ez  babyty-t-iz

*Cama Mama-eH MUHAN-33 0aOBITHI-T-i3
Sashalom MashawsT babyAcc rock.to.sleepeAUS-PST.3SG

‘Sasha had Masha rock the baby to sleep.’

Sasha kyrzhan-en  pinal-ez  babyty-t-iz
Carma KbIp3aH-dH  TNHHAI-33 O0aOBITHI-T-I3
Sashalom songNsT babyAacc rock.to.sleepzAus-PST.3SG

‘Sasha made the baby rock to sleep with a song.’

. *Sasha kyrzhan-ez  pinal-ez  babyty-t-iz.

*Carmma KbIp3aH-33  TNHHAI-33 O0aOBITHI-T-Ii3
Sashaiom songAcc babyacc rock.to.sleepzAus-PST.3s5G
‘Sasha made the baby rock to sleep with a song.’

and Sasha is not the causer but an agent that directly afppictd ‘baby’. If the latter

interpretation is the correct one, the sentence ‘The song rocks the baby to sleep’ should have

the same syntactic structure as the example (20a), which is not the case. Consider the

following sentence in (21):

(21) Kyrzhan pinal-ez  babyt-iz

KbIp3aH  NHMHAI-3 0albIT-il3

songNoM babyAcc rock.to.sleersT.3sG

‘The song rocks to sleep the baby.’
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The verb in example (21) has a different form since it lacks the factitiraorpheme. Of

course, in this sentence kyrzhan ‘song’ can appear as an adjunct.

(22) Sasha kyrzhan-en  pinal-ez  babyt-iz
Carma KbIp3aH-dH  TNHHAI-33 O0aObITHI-T-Ii3
Sashanom songNsT babyacc rock.to.sleeprsT.3sG
‘Sasha made the baby rock to sleep with a song.’

This provides evidence for the sentence in (20a) to be a real factitive.

Case-alternation is certainly not unique to Udmurt but is cross-linguistically attested, and it
can be found, for instance, in Hungarian, as well (cf. Komlésy 2000, Nemesi 2003, Bartos
2011, 2013).

(23) a. Kohog-tet-tem a gyereke-t
cougheAaus-psT.1sG the childAcc

‘I made the child cough.’

b. Kohog-tet-tem a gyerek-kel
cougheAus-PST.1sG the childiNsT
‘I had/made the child cough.’
(Bartos 2011)

Bartos (2011), among others, argues that in the case alternation presented above, the two
sentences have different interpretations because in example (23a) the causgrhag a
direct effect on the causee, the child, while in example (23b) the causer does not have a direct
effect, and the sentence sounds more like an indirect cauShtion.

As shown by the examples above, the case-alternation correlates with the degree of control
retained by the causee argument (Comrie 1981). In other words, the case alternation depends

on whether the causer has a real control on the causing event and the causee or not.

" In his approach to case alternation in Hungarian intransitive based causatives, Nemesi (2003) argues that the

choice of the case appearing on the causee depends on the original thematic role of the argument. If the argument
of the base predicate is non-agentive, then it bears Accusative case, because Accusative is available only for non-
agentive arguments. If the argument of the base predicate is agentive, then it bears either Accusative or
Instrumental case. The choice in this case depends on whether the causer is more agentive or more like an
instructor.
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Languages differ in how they express this indirect-direct causation with case-alternation. For
instance, in Japanese (24) and Hungarian (see example (23) above) the case alternation occurs

only with intransitive based causation.

(24) a.Tarooga Ziroo o ik-ase-ta.
TarooTOP ZiroOACC QO-CAUS-PST
‘Taroo made Ziroo go.’
(Comrie 1981:25)

b. Taroo ga Zirooni ik-ase-ta.
Taroo TOP ZirOODAT QO-CAUS-PST
‘Taroo had Ziroo go.’
(Comrie 1981:26)

Nevertheless, there are languages where the case alternation appears with transitive based
causation, just like in Udmurt. The Dravidian language Kannada is a case in point. In this
language a&DAT-INST case-alternation has been observed (Comrie 1981), where the causee

argument is encoded withaT in indirect causation and witRsT in direct causation.

(25) a.Avanu nanage bisketannu tinnisidanu.
3sG 1SGDAT  biscuitACC eat€AUS-PST
‘She fed me with biscuit.’
(Comrie 1981:27)

b. Avanu nanninda bisketannu  tinnisidanu.
3sG 1SGINST  biscuitAcC  eatcAUS-PST
‘She had me eat biscuit.’
(Comrie 1981:28)

The other language mentioned in the literature in the context of case-alternation with
transitive based causation is Bolivian Quechua (Comrie 1981, Saksena 1980). This language
shows the same type of alternation that can be observed in Udmurt. Consider the following

examples from Saksena (1980):
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(26) a. Nuga Fan-ta rumi-ta  apékni.
1sg JuamccC rockAcc carryCAUs-1sG

‘I made Juan carry the rock.’

b. Nuga Fan-wan rumi-ta  apd-ni.
1sg JuannsT rockAcc carryCAuUs-1sG

‘I had Juan carry the rock.’

In example (26a) the causer has a direct effect on the causee so the causee bears Accusative
case. This contrasts with example (26b), where the causer has only an indirect control — more
like a request — on the causee, so it is encoded with Instrumental case. This is exactly what we
have seen in Udmurt (see example (18) ab&Ve).

Comrie’s (1981) proposal of degree of control is similar to the analyses put forth by Alsina
(1992) and Ackerman & Moore (1999), who argue that case alternation in factitives depends
on the argument of the embedded predicate of causatives. It means that the different
encodings of the causee correlate with the manipulation effect of the causer. This is stated in
the Affectedness Hypothe§?y).

(27) Affectedness Hypotheswhen a causee argument exhibits a semantic alternation, then
an alternant with a more affected interpretation will be realized as a grammatical
relation that is higher on the Relational Hierarchy (DO>IO>0BL) than the relational
encoding of the non-affected alternant; the more affected argument of the base predicate
Is encoded bycc and the less affected one INgT.
(Ackerman & Moore 1999:19)

® It is important to note here that there are languages where the difference between indirect-direct causation is

expressed with two different morphemes. Hiaki (a Native American language of the Uto-Aztecan family) is a
good example for this phenomenon. In Haiki the direct causative is expressed with thdusauffitached to the
verb (i), while indirect causation is expressed with the sutxo<(ii) (Tubino Blanco 2011).

(i) Maria hitevi-ta uusi-ta hitto-tua-k
Mariadoctoracc child-Acc treatc AUSE-PERF
‘Maria made the doctor treat the child.’

(i) Maria uusi-ta  hitto-tevo-k
Maria childAcc treatcAUSK)-PERF
‘Maria had the child treated.’
(Tubino Blanco 2011:2-3a)
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In the Udmurt examples (19a) and (20a) the causee is manipulated and affected by the causer
and the argument is encoded w#tbc case. In the sentences in (19b) and (20b), on the other
hand, the causer cannot manipulate the causee, rather the causer lets the causee do something,
as we can see from the English translations. According té\fiieetedness Hypothesis, the
causee must be encoded watbL case. The causee encoded vatiT is more in the domain

of the causative predicate than the causee encodednmiitifAlsina 1992, Ackermann and

Moore 1999). As has already been mentioned, these grammatical alternations are cross-
linguistically well-known from the literature and they are mostly based on transitivity
(Ackermann and Moore 1999) (28).

(28) Transitivity Hypothesis:
a) intransitive base predicate direct object causee

b) transitive base predicate indirect object or oblique object

Udmurt does not seem to entirely conform to ffensitivity Hypothesis because the
alternation is based on the transitive predicate, just like in (28b), but the alternation is not
between an indirect object and an oblique object, but between a direct object and an oblique
object.

Nevertheless, affectedness as a source of case alternation is not limited to causatives cross-
linguistically, as proposed by Naess (2004, 2007) in his new model for Differential Object
Marking. The crucial property that triggers overt marking for direct objects in his model is
affectedness. According to Naess (2004) objects that are positively specified for
affectedness take Accusative case, while objects that are non-affected take no marking.

Neess’ (2004) approach to the role of affectedness in Different Object Marking and the
phenomenon that Accusative case appears in Udmurt only on affected causees lead us back to

the question of the suffixez/jezpresented in the Introduction Chapter.

3.4 Approach to the suffix ez/jezon the causee

In the previous sub-sections | followed the traditional account and considered the suffix on
the causee argument to be Accusative case in all cases.

In this sub-section | propose an alternative account of the suffix that appears on the causee

argument in transitive based causatives. The analysis is based on the assumption that in
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Udmurt neither ditransitive nor causative predicates are able to assign two Accusative cases in

the same clause.

3.4.1 Nominalization — is the suffix -ez/jez of the causee an inherent case marker?

In nominalizations of verbal constructions, the syntactic properties of the verbal predicate (i.e.
the argument structure) are unchanged, only the grammatical encoding of the arguments
changes due to the effect of the nominalizing affix (see e.g. Szabolcsi & Laczk6 1992). This
phenomenon is similar to the difference between active and passive voice in a sentence. For
instance, in the case of the Hungarian verbgteremthe/she creates’ and derived noun

phrase megteremté&geating’, the same argument structure is projected in the s{htax:

(29) a. megteremthe/she creates’: <agenbm> <patientacc>

b. megteremtékreating’: <agenibv> <patientross

As shown in (29), both the verb and the noun have an agent and a patient in their argument
structure. In (29a) the agent appears as the subject and it has a nominative case and the patient
as the object is marked with Accusative. However, in (29b) the arguments have different case
markings. The agent bears an oblique case and it has a different grammatical role (it is
optional in the sentence), while the patient getsscase.

In the case of transitive verbs, the presence of the external argument of the predicate is not
obligatory, while the patient obligatorily appears. If this is true, then the ‘professor’ argument
in the following constructions cannot be the agent, only the patient. This means that we can
talk about the examination of the professor and not the examination by the professor in (30a),
yet both interpretations are possible in (30b). The difference between (30a) and (30b) is in the
nature of the event: in (30a) the derived NP is a complex event nominal, while the NP in (30b)

is a single or simple event nominal (Szabolcsi & Laczkd 1992).

(30) a. a professzor vizsgaztatasa
professomnom  testingePx.3sG

‘testing of the professor’

1t is important to note that this property of derived NPs holds only for NPs denoting a complex event

(Laczko 1995).
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b. a professzor vizsgaja
the professoxoM examinatiorex.3sG
‘examination of the professor’

As already mentioned, in the argument structure of derived NPs, the patient argument is
encoded withprosscase and it is interpreted as the possessor of the event, and a non-patient
argument cannot appear in the construction (31a). Non-patient arguments occur only with

non-derived, simplex eventive NPs (31b).

(31) a. *ez a hét levizsgaztatasa volt
this the week PRT.testing.3G bepsT
‘this was the testing of the week’
b.ez hét vizsgaja volt
this week examinations&  bepsT
‘this was the exam of the week’

Another difference between the behavior of derived and non-derived NPs is that derived NPs

do not have plural forms (32a), while non-derived NPs do (32b):

(32) a. *a diadkoknak a professzor altali levizsgaztatasai
the studenkL.DAT the professokomby PRT.testingeL
‘the testing of the students by the professor’
b. a diakoknak a professzor  A&ltali vizsgai
the studenkL.DAT the professoromby testingeL

‘the examinations of the students by the professor’

Turning back to Udmurt, the process of nominalization in Udmurt was introduced in the
previous chapter (section 2.4.4.2). It was shown that there are two suifimésand em/m,
that function as nominalizers.

The nominalization of factitives is syntactically similar to the nominalization of causative
verbs. The external argument (the causer) has disappeared from the structure and the external
argument of the base predication (the causee) isom case. This is illustrated in the

following pair of sentences (33a-b):
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(33) a.Masha Sashajez  kyrzhatiz
Marmma Camae3  KbIp3aTiis.
Mashavom SashaccC singCAUS.PST.3SG

‘Masha made Sasha sing.’

b. [Sasha kyrjaton]  van’zesty  shugjas’kytiz
Cama KBIP3aTOH BAHB3JCThl  IIYI'bSACHKBITH3
Sashalom singing everyonaecc embarrasgst.3sG

‘Making Sasha sing embarrassed everyone.’

The encoding of the original causee argument witiv due to nominalization strongly

suggests that in factitiveez/jezfunctions as a structural case marker.

3.4.2. ezl/jezas an associative suffix in factitives

As argued by Siewierska & Bakker (2008), the case marking of core arguments has the
function — among other functions — of indexing properties of the referents of the arguments.
Differntial Object Marking is a good example for this function of case marking, since the
marking of the direct object in a transitive sentence is determined not only by the grammatical
relations but also by semantics and pragmatic properties such as definiteness, specificity or
animacy.

This indexing function is similar to the associative function of the suft§ezin Udmurt
presented in subsection 1.3.82the Introduction Chapter. As argued in that cegph the
associative use the suffiez/jezencodes a relation between two entities in the sentence, and
the entities are indentifiable because of their pragmatic association with the other indentifiable
entity.

This associative relation is presented here again with the existential sentences from
Edygarova (2015):

(34) a. kar-in zoopark(-ez) var.

city-INE zoo(-3SG) EX.PRS
‘There is a zoo in the city.’
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b. kar-inkalik(-ez) tros.
city-INE people(-3SG) many
‘There are many people in the city.’
(Edygarova 2015:15-16)

It was also presented in subsection 1.3.3.3.3. of the Introduction Chapter that in Udmurt,
which is a Differential Object Marking language, all thec marked objects have the
semantic feature [+] human and [+] specific.

Keeping these two facts about the sufiez/fezin mind, |1 assume the following approach
to the double appearance @zAezin transitive based factitive constructions. The theme
argument of the construction beasc case and the appearance of the suffix is based on the
rules of the Differential Object Marking system in Udmurt. However, the occurrence of the
suffix -ez/jezon the causee argument is controlled by the two factors presented above,
namely, the rules of Differentaial Object Marking in Udmurt and the associative funtions of
the suffix. The causee argument is assumed to always be [+human] and [+specific]. This
could be enough reason to considex/jezto be anacc marker, but it is still a problem that
deriving twoacc cases in Udmurt seems to be complicated, as argued in sectioff3*3.1.
Instead of being a corecc case, | assume that the appearcebpfiezon the causee argument
shows an intermediate stage between the associative use and the core Accusative use of the
suffix. The function of the suffix is to establish a pragmatic relation between the causer and
the causee, both of which are identifiable, and the obligatory appearance can be derived from
the semantic features of the argument.

Thus far this can be a conclusion, but the question needs deeper investigations in the

future.
3.5 Pylkkadnen’s (2002, 2008) diagnostics for Phase-selecting causatives

In section 2.4.3 a unified syntactic approach was proposed to lexical causative transitive verbs

like sajkatynyto wake up’. In this proposal causative verbs contain a CauseP and a VoiceP in

2 In addition, it was also argued in section 3.3.4 that in Udmurt there are causee arguments with a [-human]
feature, although they bemisT case instead of ACC case.

3 As Huba Bartos (p.c.) pointed out to me, it could be difficult to elicit factitives where the causee is not
specific, but this option could not be excluded theroetically.
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their internal structure. The CauseP introduces the causing event and the VoiceP introduces

the external argument into the structure. This is illustrated in (35):

(35) a. Angj sajkatiz pinaljosty
Amnan calKaTii3 MUHATHECTBI
mothemiom wake.upprsT.3sG  childpL.ACC

‘The mother woke up the children.’

b.
VoiceP
T
Anaj Voice'
T
CauseP  Voife
S
Cause’
T
vP Caust
Py t-
Vv
T
P v
/\\/
S

pinaljosty  Vsajka-

In the case of external causation the same syntactic representation is assumed, but there is
an extra Causer layer merged on top of the structure for the factitive causing event. The Cause
head contains the causative morpheme Fhe external argument of the factitive event,
similarly to the external argument of inner causatives, is introduced in another Voice
projection in the sense of Kratzer (1994).

The structure of the factitive causative formed from a transitive predicate is illustrated in
(36):

(36) a. Sasha Masha-jez pinal-ez  babyty-t-iz.
Cammra Marma-e3 MUHAN-33 0aOBITHI-T-I3
Sashalom Mashaacc babyAcc rock.to.sleepeAuS-PST.3SG
‘Sasha had Masha rock the baby to sleep.’
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VoiceP
/\

Sasha Voice’

/\
CauseP  Voide
/\

Cause’

/\
VoiceP Cause

/\ 1-
Mashajez Voice’

/\
CauseP Voile
/\

Cause’

/\
vP Caust

pinal-ez  \baby-

There is a difference between the two VoiceP layers in the structure. As shown in the

previous section, the Voice that belongs to the internal structure of causative verbs can have
[+tagentive] feature values since the causer can be an agent or it can be non-agentive. The
Voice layer appearing on the top of the factitive structure, on the other hand, can only have a

[+agentive] feature.

(37) *Kyrzan Masha-jez pinal-ez  babyty-t-iz.
*Keip3an Marna-e3 MUHANI-33  0a0BITHI-T-Ii3
SongNom Mashaacc babyAcc rock.to.sleepEAUS-PST.3SG

‘A song had Masha rock the baby sleep.’

As mentioned in section 1.4.2 in the Introduction Chapter, CauseP can be either root-

selecting, VP-selecting or Phase-selecting. The former two options seem to appear with
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lexical causatives, while factitives are typically Phase-selecting causatives, as illustrated in
(38):

(38)

VoiceP
T
Voice’
S
CauseP  Voice

T

Cause’

CauseP Void

/\
Cause’
T
vP Caust
T
v
/\
P v
/\\/

Pylkkanen (2008) diagnoses this property of the Cause head with the following tests: i) VP
modification of the caused event is possible, ii) verbal morphology is possible between the
root and the Cause, iii) Agent oriented modification of the caused event is possible and iv)
Causatives based on unergatives and transitives are possible.

In what follows, these syntactic diagnostics are applied to Udmurt:
I. VP modification of the caused event is possible
A Phase-selecting Cause can be modified on two levels, as illustrated in the following

sentence from English (39):

(39) I made John cry in his room
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This example is ambiguous, it has two interpretations depending on the level the modifier is

attached to:

(40) John and | were in the same room and | made him cry

(41) I made John cry and he did it in his room

Contrary to English, the VP modifier in Udmurt can only modify the causative event and

not the basic event if the basic predicate is transitive (42):

(42) Mon borzhyti Sashajez solen komnatajaz
Mon  00p3bITii Camae3  COMdH  KOMHATass3.
1sG CryCAUS.PST.1SG SashacC 3SG.GENFOOMINESS3SG
‘I made Sasha cry in his room.’

The sentence in (42) only has the meaning ‘Sasha and | were in his room and | made him cry’.
The situation is different if the base predicate is transitive, because in the sentence in example
(43) has the meaning ‘I made Sasha write a letter and he did this in his room’. The ambiguous
interpretation is possible only if roogtands without the possessive.

(43) Mon Sashajez  solen komtanajaz gozhtet goztyti
Mon Camiae3  CcOJIdH KOMHAarass3 TOXTAT TOXKTBITH.
1sG SashaccC 3SG.GENFOOMINESS3SG letter.acC)  write CAUS.PST.3SG

‘I made Sasha write a letter in his room.’
Il. Verbal morphology between the root and the Cause
Pylkkanen (2002, 2008) argues that in the case of Phase-selecting causatives, other
morphological elements can appear between the root and the Cause:

(44) John made him be called back.

In Udmurt it is not possible to attach any kinds of affixes between the verbal root and the

causative morpheme:
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(45) a. lydzy-ty-ny
JIBLI3BI-THI-HBI

readecAUS-INE

b. *lydz-emyn-ty-ny
.HBI,Z[§-3MI:IH-TBI-HBI

Cry-PASSCAUS-INF

c. *lydzy-lla-ty-ny
.HBI,Z[§BI-.H.II$I -ThI-HBbI

Cry+REQCAUS-INF

lll. Agent oriented modification of the caused event
In English an agent oriented modifier can be attached either to the lower or to the higher
VoiceP (46):

(46) a.l made him run quickly.
b. I quickly made him run.

The same modification appears in Udmurt, but contrary to English, which is a language

with periphrastic causatives, the position of the modifier is not relevant:

(47) Mon Sashajez zol kuarajen kyrzaty
Moun  Camae3 301 KyapaeH  KbIp3aTid.
1sG Sashacc loud voiceINST SINgCAUS.PST.1SG

‘I made Sasha sing loudly.’ or ‘I loudly made Sasha sing.’

The example sentence in (47) is ambiguous between the two readings. The nzodlifier
kvarajen ‘loudly’ can modify either the basic event or the causing event.

It is important to note, however, that not all agent oriented modifiers have this property.
For instance, the agent oriented modifieti ‘willingly’ can only be attached to the higher
Voice (48):
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(48) Juri pijez  kyrzhaty
Opu nmye3  KbIp3aThl.
willingly  boy.Acc singCAUS.PST.1SG

‘I willingly made the boy sing.’

IV. Factitive unergatives and transitives are possible
As shown among the syntactic properties of factitives in section 3.2.2, the causative

morphemet- can be merged both with unergatives (49a) and with transitives (49b):

(49) a.Masha Sasha-jez uzha-t-iz
Maima Cama-e3  yxa-T-i3.
Mashanom Sashaacc work-CAUS-PST.3SG

‘Masha made Sasha work.’

b. Masha Sasha-jez niga-jez lydzhy-t-iz
Marima Camra-e3 KHHTa-e3  JIBIO3BI-T-I3
Mashanom  Sashaacc bookAcC read€AuUs-PST.3SG
‘Masha made Sasha read the book.’

To sum up: All of Pylkkéanen’s (2002, 2008) tests that have been applied to the Udmurt data

show that factitives in Udmurt are Phase-selecting causatives.
3.6 Events and domains

Periphrastic and lexical causations clearly differ from productive causations if we have a look

at the domains and the events which they contain. Lexical causatives are typically bi-eventive
and monoclausal, while syntactic causatives are bi-eventive and bi-clausal. Bi-clausality is

clear in the latter case, since the construction contains two different predicates, one for the
causing event and one for the base e{feHbwever, it is not trivial to answer the question of

how many clauses and events productive causatives have. The typological classification of
morphologically marked causatives is based on whether they are mono- or biclausal, and not

on how many events they involve, because all kinds of causatives are bi-eventive.

" The syntactic properties of periphrastic causatives are shown in Chapter 4.
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In what follows, different types of tests by Horvath & Siloni (2010) and Bartos (2011) are
presented and used for analyzing the clausality and the eventivity of external causative

structures.

3.6.1  Tests for mono- versus biclausality
Horvath and Siloni (2010) use several diagnostics to show the difference between biclausal
and monoclausal morphologically marked causatives. Japanese, for instance, has biclausal
morphologically marked causatives, while Hungarian seems to have monoclausal productive
causatives.

In the next section, | show two of their tests, negation and condition B effects, and | apply
their tests to Udmurt, which seems to be closer to Hungarian than to Japanese.

3.6.1.1 Negation
Negation is one of the diagnostics which can show exactly how many clauses a causative
construction involves. If the basic event and the causation can be negated separately, we can
talk about bi-clausality (Horvath and Siloni 2010, Bartos 2011).

In Japanese, the negation test clearly shows that there are two clausal domains in

causatives, as shown in the following examples (50a-b):

(50) a.Toru-wa Yoko-o ik-ase-nakat-ta
Toru-ToP  YOKO-ACC (O-CAUS-NEG-PST.3SG

‘Toru did not make Yoko go.’

b. Toru-wa Yoko-o ik-anaku-sase-ta
Toru-ToP  YOKO-ACC gO-NEG-CAUS-PST.3SG
‘Toru made Yoko not go.’
(Horvath and Siloni 2010)

The order of the morphemes determines which event of the complex predicate is in the scope
of negation. In (50a) the order of the affixeas-NEG) gives the meaning that the causation

event is in the scope of negation. But if we change the order, as in (50b), then causation is not
in the scope of negation, and as we can see from the English translation, it is the base event,

but not the causing event that is negated.
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This is not the case in Hungarian. Unlike in Japanese, where negation is affixal, negation is
formed analytically in Hungarian with theem particle (51a) in causative constructions as
well.

(51) a.Nem énekel a gyerek
not singPRS3sG the childnom
‘The child does not sing.’

b. Nem énekel-tet-t-em a gyerekek-et
not singeAus-psT+1sc  the childeL-Acc
‘| didn’t make the children sing.” NOT: | made the children not sing.’
(Horvath and Siloni 2010)

As shown by the translation, the only available interpretation of the sentence is such that the
cause event is in the domain of negation. It is not possible to negate the base event separately.
As mentioned by Bartos (2011), this difference may result from the different nature of

negation in the languages and not from the nature of causation.

3.6.1.2 Condition B

Even though the negation test cannot show exactly the clausal difference between Japanese
and Hungarian, because of the difference in the type of negation, Condition B can. In
monoclausal causation, a personal pronominal argument of the base verb cannot be bound by

the causer (Bartos 2011), and this is exactly the case in Hungarian causatives (52a-b).

(52) a.Lacik ir-t néhany sor-t magagBtol-a
Laci writePsSTF3PL  a.fewlineacc himself-about/aboutss

‘Laci wrote a few lines about himself.’

b. Laciy ir-at-ott a fidk-kal néhany sor-t magaftiol-a
Laci writecAus-PST the boysinsT  a.fewlineacc  himself-about/abouts®s
‘Laci had the boys write a few lines about him.’
(Bartos 2011)
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As the examples in (52) show, the subject of the senteace,cannot bind the pronounla
either with a simple predicate (52a) or with a complex predicate (52b), which means that the
pronoun and the antecedent are in the same clause domain.

In Japanese, the binding domains are different with non-derived and derived predicates
(53).

(53) a.Torui-wa Kitaharaj-ni karei/*;-0 syookai si-ta.
Toru-top KitaharabAT heAcc introduction dorST

‘Toru introduced him to Kitahara.’

b. Tory-wa Kitaharg-ni kare/*;-o syookai s-ase-ta.
Toru-top KitaharabAT heAcc introduction docAUS-PST
‘Toru made Kitahara introduce him’.
(Horvath and Siloni 2010)

In (53a) karecannot be coreferential with either Toru (the external argument) or Kitahara (the
internal argument), because they are in the same clause, but ik#s8ban be bound by the
subject/topicToru, which empirically shows that the pronoun and the topic DP must be in
distinct clauses. The explanation for this is that the base event and the causing event are
distinct, too (Shibatani 1990, Bartos 2011).

Based on these two diagnostics, negation and Condition B, | can conclude that in

Hungarian the productive causation is monoclausal, while in Japanese it is bi-clausal.

3.6.2 Monoclausal Udmurt Causatives
In this section | show how the Udmurt data can be analyzed based on the diagnostics
presented above. First let us have a look at negation.

Negation in Udmurt is not affixal, as in Japanese, but analytical, as in Hungarian.
However, while Hungarian has a negative particle, Udmurt has an inflected negative verb.

| submit that causatives in Udmurt are monoclausal, as negation cannot scope over the

embedded verb of the construction (54):
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(54) Mon pinaljos-ti 0j kyrzha-t-i
Mon MAHATBEC-TBI O KbIp3a-T-Bbl.
1sG (the) kidsacC  notPST1ISG SINgCAUS.SG

‘I didn’t make the kids sing.” NOT: ‘I made the kids not sing.’

Although negation is expressed by the negative verb in almost all tenses, there is one tense
in Udmurt, the Perfect, where negation is affixal, as in Japanese (55).

(55) a. uzhask-em b) uzhas’ki-mte-je
YXKach-KeEM YKaCbKBbI-MTI-€
WOrk-PERE1SG WOrk-PERFNEG-1SG

‘I had worked’ ‘I had not worked’

Similarly to the Japanese forms, this verb form can properly show the scope of negation in an

Udmurt causative form.

(56) a)Sasha pinaljos-ti kyrzha-ty-mte.
Cama MIUHAIBEC-THI KbIP3a-ThI-MT?.
SashavoM  kidsAcc SINGECAUS-NEG.3SG

‘Sasha had not made the kids sing.” NOT: ‘Sasha had made the kids not sing.’

As expected, there is no difference between the affixal and the analytic constructions. In both
cases the whole predicate is in the domain of negation. To change the order of the suffixes is
not an option in Udmurt (*kyrzha-mte-tging-NEG.3SG-CAUS) thus it is not possible to have
only the causing event in the scope of negation.

The second test works in exactly the same way as in Hungarian. The personal pronoun
argument of the internal predicate cannot be bound by the causer:

(57) Dyshetisy pinaljos-ti gozhtet gozhty -t-iz *so-Igabk-lesh.
JlplmieTiich  MHHATBEC-THI TOXTAT TFOXKTBI-T-H3 CO-JI3Ch/ac-19Ch.
teachenom (the)kidsacc  letternom write-CAUS-PST him-ABL/of-himself

‘The teacher had the kids write a few lines about him.’
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Based on these tests, it can be concluded that productive causatives in Udmurt behave

exactly like causatives in Hungarian, i.e. they are monoclausal.

3.6.3  Tests for mono- versus bi-eventivity

The second issue which is always in the focus of the examination of causatives cross-
linguistically is whether they are mono- or bi-eventive. Below I discuss two of the diagnostics
used by Bartos (2011) for testing this property of Hungarian causatives.

3.6.3.1 Subjects of participials
If the causation involves two subject roles, it means that the clause involves two different

events (Bartos 2011), as we can see in Hungarian (58a) and in Japanese (58b):

(58) a.lLaci a féldon fek-ve éenekel-tet-t-e Mari-t.
Laci the ground-on lieTc SiNgCAUS-PST3SG.DEF  Mari-AccC
‘Laci made Mary sing lying on the ground.’
(ambiguous: Laci or Mary was lying on the ground)
(Bartos 2011)

b. Taroo-wa arui-te Hanako-o ik-ase-ta.
TaroTop walk-PTC HanakoACC QO-CAUS-PAST
‘Taro made Hanako go, walking.” or ‘Taro, walking, made Hanako go.’

(Horvath and Siloni 2010)

Since both in Hungarian and in Japanese either the causer or the causee can be controllers, the
sentence has two different readings, which means that there are two different events with two

different potential subjects.

3.6.3.2 Low adverbial modifiers
Just like in the case of negation, low adverbials can help us analyze the eventivity of a
productive causative, because if the basic event and the causing event can be modified

separately, we can talk about a bi-eventive causation (Bartos 2011).
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(59) a.A tanar kétszer irat-t-a le Laci-val a vers-et.
the teacher two-times writtaUS-PST-3SG.DEF down LacinsT the poemacc
‘The teacher made Laci write down the poem twice.’

(ambiguous: ‘twice made/caused’ or ‘twice wrote’)

b. Jon-wa muriyari sono ko-ni  sono kutusita-o
JonTop forcibly that childbAT that sockacc
ooyorokobi-de hak-ase-ta.
happily put.OrGAUS-PST
‘Jon forcibly made the child put on his socks(,) happily.’
(ambiguous: Jon or the child was happy)

Based on the ambiguous reading of the low adverbial modifiers (59a-b) and the subject of
participials, | can draw the final conclusion, namely: causatives are bi-eventive both in
Hungarian and in Japanese.

3.6.4  Udmurt causatives are also bi-eventive

Using Bartos’ (2011) diagnostics for testing bi-eventity in causative constructions, we find
that Udmurt causatives also involve two events — the core event and the causing event. Both
events can be modified by low adverbials likgk pol ‘twice’ (60a), and with participial
clauses they result in ambiguity: either the causer or the causee can be the subject of the

participle, for instance muzjem vylyn kyllysa ‘lying on the ground’ (60b).

(60) a. Dyshetis’ Sasha-jez odig kirzhan-ez kyk pol  kirzha-t-iz.
Hpermmetiice  Camaes OJIUT KbIP3aH-33 KbIK MOJ  KbIp3a-T-U3.
teachenom Sashacc one songxcc twice SINgEAUS-PST
‘The teacher made Sasha sing a song twice.’

(ambiguous: ‘twice made/caused’ or ‘twice sang’)

b. Sasha muzjem vylyn  kyll'ysa kyrzha-t-iz Masa-jez
Cama MY3bEM BBUIBIH KBUIIbBICA KbIP3a-T-i3 Marmma-es.
Sashaiom ground on lying SiNQAUS-PST  Mashaacc

‘Sasha made Masha sing lying on the ground.’
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As these examples show, productive causative constructions behave like causatives in

Hungarian, i.e. they are monoclausal yet bi-eventive.

3.7 Summary

The empirical data of Udmurt factitive constructions suggest a syntactic analysis of these
constructions rather than a lexicalist one. The double object argument structure, the strict
word order among internal arguments with a [+animate] feature angcthease marking
neutralization of the causee are properties that cannot belong to the lexicoxCcCHinNsT
alternation has semantic and pragmatic reasons, namely the affectedness of the causee by the
causer.

This alternation in the grammatical encoding of the causee is a counterexample to
Comrie’s (1981) hierarchy which says that in thkeT>DAT>ACC hierarchy the less effected
argument is encoded witkcc case and the most affected one withT. As we have seen,
this is exactly the opposite in Udmurt, because the less affected argument in the construction
is marked withNST case.

In the syntactic structure of factitives in Udmurt, similarly to lexical causative verbs, the
causing event is assossiated with the CauseP, and the factitive causative morpbecnes-
in the head position of this projection. Since following Pylkk&nen’s (2002, 2008) analysis it is
assumed that CauseP is responsible only for the causing event and it does not have a specifier
position, | proposed that the external argument, the causer, is introduced in the specifier
position of VoiceP, in the sense of Katzer (1996). As factitives are productive and the factitive
CauseP is always attached to a VoiceP with its external argument, they are Phase-selecting
causatives in the sense of Pylkkanen (2002, 2008).
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CHAPTER 4

Periphrastic Causatives

4.1 Introduction

This chapter focuses on periphrastic or analytic causatives. Analytic causative constructions
are formed with a separate lexical verb suchmake'to do’ in English (1a) ofaire ‘to make’
in French (1b).

(1) a.John made Sarah cry
b. Imogen fait rire Brian.
Imogen makes laugh Brian
‘Imogen makes Brian laugh.’

According to Pylkkanen’s (2002, 2008electionparameterperiphrastic causatives are
always Phase-selecting causatives, because the causative predicates or light verbs always
select a VoiceP or a CP with an external argument (traditionally called a clause with a
subject). Tubino Blanco (2011) argues that verbs tiakerequire an embedded external
argument but this embedded argument does not have to be an agent. Consider the following

English examples:

(2) a. The earthquakenfjade the buildings collapke unaccusative
b. That dress madeéngr be taken for her sister passive
c. | made per be happy/with you/the person she is tdday state
(Tubino Blanco 2011:117)

In this chapter | will examine periphrastic causatives in Udmurt with two verbs which are
used as causative or permissive vekiasynyto order’ (3a) andez'yny‘to let’ (3b). The two

constructions have similar but not identical interpretations:

(3) a.Masha Sasha-jez riga-jez/ kiga lydzhyny  kosiz.
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Marima Cama-e3 kHura-es/ KHUTA JIBII3BIHEI  KOCH3.
Mashavom Sashaacc bookAcc/ book-@cc)readiNF  orderpST.3sG
‘Masha ordered Sasha read the/a book.’

b. Masha Sasha-jez riga-jez/ kiga lydzhyny lez'iz.
Mara Camrae3  kuura-e3s/ KHHTa JIBIA3BIHEL  JI33U3.
Mashavom Sashaxcc bookacc/ book-@acc)readiNF  letPST.3sG

‘Masha let Sasha read the/a book.’

Despite the fact thatosynyandlez’'yny are typical permissive verbs in Udmurt, in this
chapter they are treated as lexicalized causative verbs and they are compared with functional
and lexical causative verbs likare in Italian ormakein English. This causative treatment is
possible in the sense of Marantz (1984) and Baker (1988), who use the notion ‘causative’ for
all grammatical function changing processes that cause a valency increase of the gredicate.

The examples in (3) show that — similarly to morphological causatives — Udmurt
periphrastic causatives also result in a construction in which the causee is markedowith
case and the direct object of the embedded prediydagny‘to read’ is either marked with
ACC case or is unmarked.

This chapter is structured as follows: in section 4.2 the two causative kegynyand
lezhyny are introduced with their most important syntactic properties. Section 4.3 deals with
the nonfinite complement of these causative verbs and proposes an ECM analysis of these
constructions. In section 4.4 | propose that periphrastic causatives in Udmurt are Phase-
selecting causatives in the sense of Pylkkanen (2002, 2008) if their complement is a finite
embedded clause, but they are not Phase-selecting if the complement is nonfinite. The most

important conclusions close this section (4.5).

> For a similar treatment of the Hungarian permisshasgy ‘let’ and engedet’ see T6th (2000). However, in
contrast to to her terminology, | refer to the constructions formedkegkny‘to order’ andlez'yny‘to let’ as
causatives rather than as permissives. This has two reaons. On the one hand, following Pylkkanen (2002, 2008)
the dissertation proposes a unified analysisko$yny ‘to order’ and lezhyny ‘to let' constructions and
morphological causatives. On the other hand, according to Kondratjeva (2009) the constructions formed with
kosynyto order’ are interchangeable with the morphologically marked causatives presented in Chapter 3.
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4.2 The distribution of periphrastic causatives in Udmurt

In Udmurt, the complement of causative verbs can be both embedded finite and nonfinite
clauses. The nonfinite clause is formed with an infinitive, while the finite clause is formed
with a subjunctive verb. In the following sections, | discuss the similarities and differences

between the finite and nonfinite complements of these verbs.

4.2.1  Verb + infinitival complement
Thekosyny'to order’ light verb can be used with unergative (4a), with unaccusative (4b) and

with transitive (4c) infinitive verbs forming nonfinite constructions:

(4) a.Sasha Masha-jez ekty-ny kosiz
Cama Mamma-e3 AKThI-HbI ~ KOCH3
Sashalom MashaAacc danceNF orderpsST.3sG
‘Sasha ordered Masha to dance.’

b. Sasha pinaljos-ty  sajka-ny kosiz
Cama IMUHATBEC-THI Ccalika-HbI KOCIH3
Sashalom kidsAacc wake.UpiNF  orderpsT.3sG

‘Sasha ordered/made the kids (to) wake up.’

c. Sasha anaj-ez pinaljos-ty  sajkatyny kosiz
Cama aHa-€3 MMUHATBEC-THl CaMKaThIHBI  KOCH3
SashalioMm motherAcc  kidsAcc wake.UpNF  orderpsST.3sG

‘Sasha ordered/made the mother (to) wake up the kids.’

The syntactic properties of the light vedzhyny‘to let’ are similar to those okosyny
presented above, namely it can be merged with unergative (5a), unaccusative (5b) and

transitive (5c) verbs:

(5) a.Sasha Masha-jez ektyny lez’iz
Camma Maimna-e3 SKTBI-HBI  JI33U3.
Sashaiom Mashaacc danceNF letPST.3SG

‘Sasha let Masha dance.’
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b. Sasha pinaljos-ty  sajkany lez'iz
Cama MMUHATBEC-THl Ccalika-HbI JI33U3
Sashalom kids-Acc wake.UpiNF  letPST.3SG

‘Sasha let the kids wake up.’

c. Sasha anaj-ez pinaljos-ty  sajkatyny lez’iz
Cama aHa-e3 MUHATBEC-THI CAUKATBIHBI  JII3U3
Sashalom motherAcc  kidsAcc wake.UpNF  letPST.3SG

‘Sasha let the mother wake up the kids.’

As opposed to languages like Spanish in which the case encoding of the causee argument
depends on the type of the verb, in Udmurt the causee is encodextwitiase regardless of
the predicate (as in 6a-&)However, like in the case of morphological causatives, the causee
can be marked witiNST as well. The choice betweawc andINST depends on the indirect-

direct nature of the causing evéht:

(6) a.Sasha télen jyrsijez kvas'tyny lez'iz
Cama TOIPH UBIPCHE3  KYaCbTBIHBI JII3U3
SashaloM windINST hairacc  dryINF letPST.3SG
‘Sasha let the wind to dry his hair.’

% In Spanish the case of the causee argument depends on the nature of the embedded verb: transitive verbs
triggerDAT case, while intransitives triggecc case:

(@ Lo hice ilorar. intransitive complement

heacc made.%G cry

‘I made him cry.’
(i) Le hice leer el libro. transitive complement

hepAT madelsc read the  book

‘I made him read the book.’

(Tubino Blanco 2011:214)

" This is similar, for instance, to Mexican Spanish (Trevifio 1994):

(i) El la hizo confesar su culpa. direct
heNoM sheacc made.3Gconfess his fault
‘He made her confess his fault.’
(ii) El le hizo confesar su culpa. indirect
heNoMm sheDAT made.3Gconfess his fault
‘He made her confess his fault.’
(Trevifio 1994:108)
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b. Sasha Mashajez jyrsijez kvas'tyny lez'iz
Cama Mamae3  #bIpcue3  KyachTBIHBI JI33U3
SashaloM Mashaacc hairacc  dryINF letPST.3SG
‘Sasha let Masha to dry his hair.’

4.2.3  Verb + subjunctive complement
As shown above, botlez’yny ‘to let’ and kosyny‘to order’ are compatible with infinitives.

Another common property of the two verbs is that they are also compatible with subjunctive

complement clauses, as shown in the following examples:

(7) a.Mon lez’i, Sasha med ektoz shifysa
Mou JI93H1, Camra Men 3KTO3 urybica
1sG letPsT.3sG  Sashanom PRT dancesuT.3sG that

‘| let Sasha to dance.’

b. Mon kosi, Sasha med ektoz shuysa
Mon  kocy, Cama M€ 3KTO03 IIybIca
1sG orderpsST.3sG  Sashaom PRT danceruT.3sG that

‘| ordered Sasha to dance.’

The syntactic property that verbs with a causative meaning in periphrastic causative
constructions are compatible both with infinitival and with subjunctive complements is

attested cross-linguistically; compare the examples from Hungarian (8) or from Spanish (9):

8 The subjunctive in Udmurt is formed with the combination ofleelsubjunctive particle and the verb
marked by future tense. Subunctives can function both as matrix and as embedded clauses:

(i) Sasha med ektoz
Camra Me  JKTO3.

SashaloM PART danceruT.3sG
‘Let Sasha dance.’

(i) Mynam  pote, ton med bertod (shuysa)
MebiHaM  10TD, TOH Mex  Gepron (rybica)
I.GEN gOOUT.PRES1SGYOUNOM PART go0.homeruT.2SGthat
‘I would like you to go home.’
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(8) a.Nem hagyta Janost/Janosnak a filmet Végig-néz-ninfinitive
not let-3GDEF JohnAcc/DAT the film-Aacc through-watchnF
‘He did not let John watch the film to the end.’

b. Nem hagyta Janosnak, hogy a filmet Veégig-néz-zzeibjunctive
not let-3GDEF JohnpAT that the filmAcc through-watchsuBJ
‘He did not let John watch the film to the end.’
(Téth 2000)

(9) a.Juan hizo[canta a Maria] infinitive
John made [sing to Mary]

‘John made Mary sing.’

b. Juan hizo due Maria cantara] subjunctive
John made [that Mary sang]
‘John made Mary sing.’
(Tubino Blanco 2011:214)

Both lez'yny ‘to let’ and kosyny‘to order’ are matrix verbs that can take a complement
clause projected by all types of verbs (unergative (9a-b), unaccusative (10a-b) and transitive
(11a-b)):

(10) a.Mon kosi, Sasha med ektoz (shuysa)
MoH  KocH, Carra MEJI 9KTO3 (rysica).
1sG orderpsT.1sg SashaomM  PRT danceruT.3sG (that)

‘| ordered Sasha to dance.’

b. Mon lez’i, Sasha med ektoz (shuysa)
Mou  13H, Carra MEJI 9KTO3 (rybica)
1sG letpsT.1sg  Sashaom PRT danceruT.3sG (that)

‘| let Sasha dance.’
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(11) a.Mon kosi, pinaljos med sajkalozy (shuysa)
MoH  Kocii, MMUHATBEC MeJl CcaiiKkaio3bl (rybica)
1sG orderpsT.1sG  childrennom PRT wake.upruT.3PL (that)

‘| ordered the children to wake up.’

b. Mon lez’i, pinaljos med sajkalozy (shuysa)
Mon  1m3H, MUHATBEC Mea CcalKalo3bl (rybica).
1sG letPsT.1sG  childrennoMm PRT wake.upruUT.3PL (that)

‘| let the children to wake up.’

(12) a.Mon kosi, anaj pinaljosty med sajkatoz (shuysa)
Mon KoCH, aHa MUHATBECTHI MEJ  CaKaTo3 (trysIica)
1sG orderpsT.1sG mothemom childrenacc PRT wake.upruT.3SG (that)

‘| ordered the mother to wake up the children.’

b. Mon lez’i, anaj pinaljosty med sajkatoz (shuysa)
Mon 1133W, aHai MUHATBECTBI MEJ CalKaTo3 (trybica)
1sG letPsT1sG mothemiom childrenacc PRT wake.upruT.3sG (that)

‘ let the mother to wake up the children.’

In the case of causative verbs with finite complement clauses, the causee argument bears

Acc case in the matrix clause, similarly to the nonfinite counterparts:

(13) a.Mon Sashajez  kagsi co kniga med lydzoz
Mou Carmaes KOCH, CO KHHUTa M€l JBII03
1sG Sashacc orderpsT1lsG  3sG book.AcC) PRT readruT.3sG
‘| ordered Sasha to read the book.’ (Lit. | ordered Sasha that s/he read the book.)

b. Mon Sashajez lez’i co kniga med lydzoz
Mou Carmaes JI33H, CO  KHHUTa Mel JbBII03
1sG Sashacc letpPsT1sG 3sG book.Acc) PRT readruT.3sG
‘| let Sasha read the book.’ (Lit. | let Sasha that s/he read the book.)
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Based on the data presented above, it seems to be the case that while the two lexical

causative verbs have different interpretations, there is no syntactic difference between them.

4.3 Nonfinite clauses as complements of causative verbs

As shown above, the two causative verbs investigated in this chapter can take either nonfinite
or finite complements. In the following paragraphs it is the syntactic properties of the
nonfinite clauses that are in focus. | will investigate i) whether these are ECM or object
control constructions, ii) the position of the causee, and iii) the case marking of the causee

argument.

4.3.1 Exceptional Case Marking vs. object control
The two causative verbs lez'yny ‘to let’ and kosyny‘to order’ — can take infinitival
complements, and in these constructions the causee Am@arsase. Consider the following

example and its schematic model:

(14) a.Mon Sashajez kyrzjany kosi
Mon  Camae3  KbIp3aHbl KOCH.
1sG Sashacc singINF  orderPST.1SG

‘| ordered Sasha to sing.’

b. NlNom NPacc VINF VEIN

The data discussed so far are compatible with two different syntactic structures for

periphrastic causatives: Exceptional Case MarKimenceforth ECM) and object control (15).

(15) a. NRiom [NPacc VINF]  VFIN ECM
b. NfNom NPAacc [PRO MNF] VFIN object control

Considering the two possible structures the question arises whethrezdloase marked
causee is in the embedded clause as in (15a) or in the matrix clause (15b). Unlike in object
control constructions, in ECM constructions there is no theta relation between the matrix
predicate and the embedded subject of the infinitival clause. This means that in ECM there are

no selectional requirements on the embedded subject, contrary to object control constructions
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where the matrix predicate imposes selectional restrictions oxcthenarked DP. To decide
whether periphrastic causatives in Udmurt are ECMs or object control constructions | will
investigate: i) idioms, ii) embedded passivization and iii) adverbs.

Cross-linguistically, ECM predicates allow for idioms and these idioms preserve their
idiomatic readings in these constructions, as we can see in the examples from Hungarian (16a)
and from English (16b).

(16) a.Nem enged-em a sz0g-et ki-buj-ni a zsak-bal
not let-BGDEF the nailaAcC out-comewF the sackrrROM
‘I do not let the cat out of the bag.’
(T6th 2000:63, 249)
b. He believes the cat to be out of the bag.

The idiomuzh pdzhynywork boils’ means that somebody’s work goes fast. Applying this
diagnostic to the two causative light verbs in Udmurt, we can see that theudioptzhyny
‘work boils’ meaning somebody’s work goes fast can appear as the complement clause of

kosyny/lezhyny, and it still keeps its idiomatic reading (17).

(17) Sasha (solen) uzhze pozhyny  kosiz/lez'iz.
Cama COJIDH yK3€e NOXBIHBI  KOCH3.
Sashavom  3sgbAT  work.33G.AcC boil.INF  orderpsT.3sd/let.PST.3SG
‘Sasha order/let (his/her) work goes fast.’

Examining the passivization of the embedded clause is also a good diagnostic for teasing
apart the difference between ECM and object control constructions. Passivization
substantially changes the original meaning of the infinitive in the case of control but not in the
case of ECM, as illustrated with the English examples in (18) and (19).

(18) He persuaded the doctor [PRO to examine David]. control

He persuaded David [PRO to be examined by the doctor].

9| thank Balazs Suranyi for useful comments on the diagnostics of ECM vs. object control in Udmurt.
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(19) He wants [the doctor to examine David]. ECM
He wants [David to be examined by the doctor].

In the case of the predicatkssyny/lez’yny, passivization gives a result that is similar to
the English ECM constructions in example (19). Consider the following Udmurt sentences
(20):

(20) a. Masha Sashajez p0Os’anajez  pyrany kosiz
Maiua Camae3  nOcsaHae3  mbIpaHbl  KOCH3.
Mashavom Sashacc grammyAcc visitINF  orderPST.3sG

‘Masha ordered Sasha to visit granny.’

b. Masha pos’anajez  pyramyn (Sashaen) kosiz
Marma nOcsiHae3 nelpamplH  CamiaeH  Kocus.
MashaNoM grammyAcC Visit.PASS Sashacc orderpST.3sG
‘Masha ordered Sasha to visit granny.’ (Lit.: Masha ordered the granny to be visited
by Sasha.)

The position of adverbs can also help us to identify the position oh¢khemarked
argument. In object control constructions an adverb belonging to the embedded clause cannot
appear between the matrix subject and the Accusative marked argument, as schematically
illustrated in (21a). If the adverb appears in this position, it can be concluded that the only
possible structure is the one in (21b), which is an ECM construction.

(21) a. *[S1 ADV2 O1 [PRO V2] V1] object control
b. [S1 [ADV2 S2 V2] V1f° ECM

8 |tis important to note that ECM is possible only if ADV2 can precede S2 in embedded clauses in general
(Balazs Suranyi p.c.), which is the case in Udmurt, as illustrated in example (i).

(i) Sasha Mashajez kuriz, kvaratek co jyrsize med kuastoz shuysa.
Cama Mainaes Kypu3, KyapaTakK co HbIpcu3e MeI  KyachTO3 mrybica.

SashaioM Mashaacc askPST.3sG voiceABESS 3sg hair.3GAcCC PRT dryFUT.3sG that
‘Sasha asked Masha that she would dry her hair quietly.’
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Contrary to adverbs in the embedded clause, matrix adverbials can appear after the
Accusative marked argument only in the control construction, and they cannot appear
between the Accusative marked argument and the embedded verb in ECM constructions (22).

(22) a. [S1 01 ADV1[PRO V2] V1] object control
b. *[S1[S2 ADV1 V2] V1] ECM

Observing the positions of an adverb in Udmurt, the following possibilities can be found
(23)-(24)%*

(25) a.Mon <lek  kvaraen kosi> Sashajez  jyrsize kuastyny
MOH JIeK KyapaeH KOCH Camae3  ibIpcu3d KYaChThIHBI
1sG angry voiceNsT orderpsT1sG  Sashacc hair.33GAcCC dry.INF
<lek kvaraen kosi>.

JeK KyapacH KOCH
angry VoiCeINST  orderpST.1SG

‘I angrily ordered Sasha to dry her hair.’

b. *Mon  <kosi> Sashajez lek kvaraen jyrsize kuastyny
MOH KOCH Camaez  nex KyapaeH WBIPCHU3) KYaChTBIHBI
1sG orderpsT.1sG Sashacc angry voiceNsT  hair.33GACC dry.INF
<kosi>.

KOCH
orderpsST.1SG

*| angrily ordered Sasha to dry her hair.’

8L Since | could not find any differences betwé&esynyandlez’ynyregarding the position of the adverbs in the
clauses, for the sake of simplicity, | illustrate the test only kayny
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(26) a.Mon <kosi> [Sashajez <kvaratek>  jyrsize <kvaratek>
MOH KOCH Camaes  KyapaTak UBIPCU3D KyapardK
1sG orderpsT.1sG Sashacc voiceABESS hair.33GACC VOICEABESS
kuastyny] <kosi>.
KyaChThIHBI ~ KOCH
dry.INF orderPST.1SG

‘| ordered Sasha to dry her hair quietly.’

b. *Mon  <kvaratek> <kosi> < kvaratek> Sashajez jyrsize
MOH KyapardK KOCH KyapardK Camae3  #bIpcusd
1sG VOoiCeABESS orderpST.1SG VOICEABESS Sashacc hair.3GAcCC
kuastyny <kosi>.

KyaCbTBIHBI ~ KOCH
dry.INF orderPsT.1SG

*| ordered Sasha to dry her hair quietly.’

On the basis of the diagnostics presented above, | conclude that analytic causatives formed

with the light verbs kosyryo order’ and lez'ynyto let’ are both ECM constructions.

4.3.2  The syntactic position of the causee
Similarly to morphological causatives, the exact position of the causee argument in the
argument structure of periphrastic causatives, too, needs to be investigated.

In Italian, Folli & Harley (2003, 2007) analyze the causee as an external argument of the
base predicate and take the lexical causd#ixeto be a functional head in the structure, as
illustrated in (27):

(27) a.Gianni ha fatto ripararela macchina a Mario
Gianni has made repair the car to Mario
‘Gianni made Mario repair the car.’
(Folli & Harley 2007:207)
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In the structure in (27b),’wuse Selects an agentive vP as its complement, and the causee sits
in the specifier position of the vP to the right of this vP, following the syntactic rules of
Romance languag&8The agentive vP licenses an external argument that becomes the causee
argument in the complex structure of the causdfivEhe absence of the causee argument
with the functional verfare, known as th@bligation Effect(Folli & Harley 2007), is a
consequence of the [+agentive] feature of the external argument. External arguments with a [—

agentive] feature are prohibited in Italian.

(28) Gianni ha fatto rompere la finestra a Maria/*al ramo.
‘John got Maria/*the branch to break the window.’
(Folli & Harley 2007:20b)

Tubino Blanco (2011) argues that in contrast to Italian, in Spanislhgation Effect
observed by Folli & Harley (2007) does not exist. The causee can have [tagentive] features,
only the [animacy] feature is in the scope of the restriction. DPs with a [+animate] feature can

function as causees, but DPs with a [-animate] feature cannot.

8 This syntactic property of Romance languages is not discussed here, for details see Folli & Harley (2007).
8 The absence versus presence of the external argumentef ¢énebedded undéare can be derived from the
syntactic position ofare, as argued by Folli & Harley (2007). THare discussed in this section is a funtional
head licensing an external argument. Tdme lacking this argument (and so lacking an agentREgis a lexical
verb. For more details on this double positiofiané, see section 5.
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(29) a.La mala suerte le hizo a Juanser arrestadnt
the bad luck heat made.3c to John be arrested
‘Bad luck made John to be arrested.’

b. *Juan hizo ser devueltos loscuadros al museo
John made be returned the paintings to.the museum
‘John had the paintings returned to the museum.’
(Tubino Blanco 2011:64)

Adopting a syntactic structure similar to the structure of morphological causatives, Tubino
Blanco (2011) argues that the causee argument is introduced at the VoiceP level of the
derivation in both Italian and in Spanish, and there is a parametric variation between these
languages with respect to what features of the Voice head are affected Oplidpation
Effect.

In Udmurt, periphrastic causatives are external causatives similarly to morphological
causatives, thus the causee argument of the construction can have either a [+agentive] or a [—

agentive] feature.

(30) a. Sasha télen jyrsijez kvas'tyny leziz
Cama TOMH WBIpCUE3  KYyacChTBIHBI JII3U3
Sashaiom wind.INST hairacc  dryINF letPAST.3SG
‘Sasha let the wind to dry his hair.’

b. Sasha Mashajez jyrsijez kvas'tyny leziz
Cama Maimaes  WbIpcue3  KyachThIHBI JI3U3
Sashaiom Mashaacc hairacc  dryINF letPST.3SG
‘Sasha let Masha to dry his hair.’

This property is triggered by the Cause head, because it is the Cause head under VoiceP that
hosts the [+agentive] or [-agentive] feature, as was shown with morphological causatives.
Acc marked causees are base generated as external arguments of the complement of lexical
causative verbs, just as it was shown with morphological causatives.

If the causee is an external argument, then agent-oriented adverbials sngbhugsoseor

loudly make the sentences ambiguous:
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(31) Sasha juri Mashajez bdrdyny  kosiz
Cama 0pH Mammae3  O60pABIHBI KOCH3.
Sashaiom on.purpose Mashecc cry.INF orderpsT.3sG
two interpretations:

‘Sasha, on puspose, made Masha cry.’
‘Sasha made Masha cry on purpose.’

Agent-oriented depictives can also be used as a test for external arguments:

(32) Sasha kudzem jyryn  Mashajez bordyny  kosiz
Carma KyZ3eM HWBIPBIH Mammae3  OOpabIHBI KOCH3.
Sashavom  drunk headNsT Mashaacc cry.INF orderpsT.3sG

‘Sasha made Masha cry drunk.’

As Pylkkanen (2002) argues, only high applicatives and external arguments can be
modified by a depictive, so the example in (32) shows that the causee is the external argument

of the base predicate.

4.3.3. Towards the extensive use of the suéfie{jez
In the course of this work the functions of the suféz/jezwere discussed from time to time.
As discussed in the Introduction, thezjezmorpheme is the grammaticalizadc case in
Udmurt. The suffix appears in analytic causatives as well, since in ECM constructions the
causee argument bearsc case. Similarly to factitives, where the causee is always marked
with the suffix, in these periphrastic causatives the same phenomenon is observed, i.e. the
causee is always marked regardless of its specificity. However, the diachronic data show a
different picture.

In the collection of Wichmann (1901), which mainly contains folksongs and folk tales, the
causee argument is not always marked witlc case in analytic causatives. Consider the

following text from a folk song (the relevant causative sentences are marked with bold face):
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(33) so pitsikorka-n  vylem odig peres’ kyshno

that little houseNE AUX one old woman

so peres’ kyshno so nyl min'ts’o estyny kosem

that old woman that girl sauna to.heat ordered

nyl-yz min’ts’o-ze estem

girl-POss3sg saunarossacc heated

no so peres’ Kkyshnol[...] shuem

and that old woman [. . .] said

nyl so pits’i korka pyrem

girl that little house entered

no otyn vylem peres’ kyshno

and thereaux old woman

so peres’ kyshno so nyl-ez min'ts’'o estyny kosem

that old woman that gidec sauna to.heat ordered

nyl min'ts’o-jez estem, no peres’ kyshno[...] shuem

girl saunaacc  heated and old woman [. . .] said

‘There was an old woman in that little house. The old woman ordered the girl to heat
a sauna. The girl heated the sauna and the old woman said ... A girl entered into that
little house and there was an old woman. That old woman ordered the girl to heat a
sauna. The girl heated the sauna and the old woman said ... .’

(Wichmann 1901:text 7)

Fraurud (2001) argues that in these sentences the extensive associative use of the
possessive suffix can be observed, siredjezappears only in the second instance of the
sentence.

The obligatory markedness of the causee argument has developed from the beginning of
the 20th century. | assume that similarly to Differential Object Marking and to the markedness
of the causee argument in factitives, the use of the swdfijezis derived by discourse

factors such as associatibility in this case, too.

4.3.4  The syntactic structure of periphrastic causatives with an infinitival complement
Across languages, periphrastic causative constructions involve two verbal items: a finite light
verb in the matrix clause and depending on the finite/non-finite property of the embedded

clause, a finite verb or an infinitive. In both cases the two predicates are each associated with
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an event, a causing event and a caused event respectively, thus these constructions are
essentially bi-eventive. One of the diagnostics for the bi-eventive property is modification, as
shown in Chapter 3 for factitives. If an event modifier is added to the structure of bi-
eventives, the modifier triggers ambiguity. This is due to the fact the modifier can adjoin to
two different projections, either to the matrix VP or to the embedded VP, as illustrated with

Italian (34a) and German examples (34b).

(34) a.Adele ha fatto cuocere il maiale con unlimone in bocca.
Adele has madecook the pork with a lemon in mouth.
Ambiguity:
(1) ‘Adele had the pork cooked with a lemon in its mouth.’
(i) ‘Adele had a lemon in her mouth when she had the pork cooked.’
(Guasti 1993:42)

b. well er die Arzte seinen Bruder schnell operieren lasst.
because he the doctors his brother quickly operate let
Ambiguity:

0] ‘because he made the doctors operate his brother quickly.’

(i) ‘because he quickly made the doctors operate his brother.’
(Campanini & Pitteroff 2012:2)

Adopting this diagnostic to Udmurt analytic causatives, the result is similar to other
languages: the inclusion of the modifier results in ambiguity.

(35) Sasha Mashajez po6s’anaj dory <dzhog> byzysa vetlyny
Carma Mamae3 nOchaHai JIOPBI K0T BBEDKBICA  BETJIBIHBI
Sashaiom Mashaacc grammyNom to  quickly  running  gaNF
<dzhog> kosiz

KOT  KOCH3.
quickly orderpsT.3sG
Ambiguity:
® ‘Sasha quickly ordered Masha to run to the granny.’

(i) ‘Sasha ordered Masha to run quickly to the granny.’
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The diagnostic with participles used for testing the bi-eventive property of factitives (see

Chapter 3, section 3.6.3) can also be adopted for causatives with light verbs.

(36) Sasha Masa-jez muzjem  vylyn  kyll'ysa kyrzhany .kosiz
Cama Maia-e3 MY3BEM BBUIBIH KbULIbbICA KBIP3aHBI KOCH3.
Sashaiom Mashaacc  ground on lying SiINgF  orderpST.3sG
Ambiguity:

(1) ‘Sasha ordered Masha to sing lying on the ground.’

(i) ‘Sasha lying on the ground ordered Masha to sing.’

On basis of these tests there is no doubt that analytic causatives are bi-eventive in Udmurt as
well, since this is an inherent property of causatives. It is more interesting to examine the
clausality of analytic causatives, because it is a debated issue whether analytic causatives with
infinitival complements are bi-clausal or not. Kayne (1975), Burzio (1986) and Bartos (2011)
(see Chapter 1, section 1.6) argue that syntactic causatives are bi-clausal in nature.

Causative light verbs can be divided into two different groups: i) light verbs that embed
VoiceP but not TP (cf. Guasti 1993, 1997, Folli & Harley 2003 for Italian; Trevifio 1994 for
Spanish, Tubino Blanco 2011 for English and for Spanish, and others) and ii) light verbs that
embed CP. The first group contains verbs tika&kein English (Tubino Blanco 2011) éare
‘to make’ in Italian (Guasti 1993).

This syntactic property can be diagnosed with the negation test, the perfentetest
and the TP adverb test in English (37a-c) and in Italian (38a-b):

(37) a. *I made John not read the paper.
b. *I'll make my child have cleaned the house by Wednesday
c. *Today I'll make my child clean the house tomorrow
(Tubino Blanco 2011:137)

(38) a. ?*Ci6 ha fatto non parlare (piu) Maria.

That has made not speak (anymore) Mary

‘That made Maria not speak anymore.’
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b. *Marco fara aver pulito le toilette al generale
Marco make{uT) have cleaned the toilet to.thegeneral
‘Marco will make the general have cleaned the toilet.’

c. #leri Marco ha fatto pulire le toilette al  generale oggi
yesterday Marco has made cleaned the toilet to.the general today
‘Yesterday Marco made the general clean the toilet today.’

(Guasti 1993)

In English, for instance, the functional causative veréke selects VoiceP, which is
clearly seen because it can never appear together with an infinitival embeddedclause:

(39) *I made John to read.

In contrast to the functional verb mallee verb caustakes a CP complement in English:

(40) a. I caused Mary to fail.
b. Mary was caused to falil
(Tubino Blanco 2011:164)

The CP complement contains a nonfinite T, as shown by the negative and perfective tests:

(41) a, Maryland reports state tests caused eleven students not to graduate
b. This is what caused him to have been killed.
(Tubino Blanco 2011:164)

Campanini & Pitteroff (2012) also argue against a unified treatment of analytic causatives
across languages. They assume that at least two types of analytic causatives exist in natural
languages. The first one is where the causative light verb can optionally select a CP

complement and the second type is where the causative light verb is obligatory combined with

8 However, the passive form of the productive causatiaketakes a ‘to’ infinitival complement. (i).

(i) He was made to read a baok
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a bare infinitival complement. Languages such as German and Italian behave in the latter

way.

(42) a. *Ich liess, dass Maria den Raum verlasst
I let that Mary the room Ileaves

‘I made that Mary leaves the room.’

b. *Ho fatto che Giovanni usciva.
Have made that Giovanni leave
‘I made that Giovanni was leaving.’

(Campanini & Pitteroff 2012:6)

This test is empirical evidence that there are languages where the causative light verb can only
select an infinitival complement without a CP-layer, and this complement lacks sentential
status®

Since in Udmurt causative light verbs can select an embedded clause with or without a CP
layer, further discussion of the bi-clausal property is not relevant here. | propose that in
Udmurt analytic causatives are bi-clausal and bi-eventive.

However, in the case of infinitival complements the size of the infinitival embedded clause
is still an open question.

As shown in the previous sub-section, in Udmurt causatives formed with embedded
infinitives are ECM constructions. ECMs lack the CP-layer, but further investigation could be
necessary to see whether these embedded clauses contain a TP layer or not. To investigate
this, we can test whether temporal modifiers can modify the caused event independently from
the matrix event.

(43) Sasha Masahjez chukaze bibliotekaje vetlyny  .kosiz
Cama Mammae3z  dykaze OMOIMOTEKAae BETIBIHBI KOCH3.
Sashavom Mashaacc tomorrow libraryiL gOINF orderpsST.3sG

‘Sasha ordered Masha to go to the library tomorrow.’

8 Campanini & Pitteroff (2012) also use other tests not discussed here, such as the characteristics of
restructuring constructions/mono-sentential construals proposed by Wumbrand (2001) and long passivization.
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| can conclude that since the temporal modifier ‘tomorrow’ can be attached to the caused
event, there is a TP layer present in the structure.

As observed above, the causee argument of analytic causatives is the external argument of
the embedded clause. Following the assumption discussed in the course of this work, namely
that the external argument is introduced into the structure in the spec,VoiceP position, |
propose the following syntactic structure for periphrastic causative constructions with
embedded infinitival complements.

(44)
VoiceP
T
Spec Voice'
T
Voice vP
T
VCAUSE TP
T
Spec T
T
TNON-FINITE VOICeP
T
Spec Voice'
T
Voice vP
T
%

Similarly to synthetic causatives, in periphrastic causatives the causer argument can have

only a [+agentive] feature.

(45) *Tol pinaljos-ty  sajkany lez'iz
*TOn MMUHATBEC-THl Ccalika-HbI J133U3
windNom kids-Acc wake.UpiNF  letPST.3SG

“*The wind let the kids wake up.’
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This is different from what we see with functional causative predicateshéker ‘to
make’ in Spanish ofare ‘to make’ in Italian, since those predicates can appear either with
agentive or non-agentive causers (Tubino Blanco 2011):

(46) a.Juan hizo que el maestro castigara a los nifos
John made that the teacher punistsl® the kids
‘John caused the teacher to punish the kids.’

b.La pelea hizo que el maestro castigara a los nifios
the fight madethat the teacher punistse®.® the kids
‘The fight caused the teacher to punish the kids.’
(Tubino Blanco 2011:238)

4.4 Phase-selecting causatives

Chomsky (2001, 2008) assumes that derivations are processed cyclically as Phases (
Theory. In Chomsky’s (2008) proposal CPs, v*Ps and also DPs are phases, and the phase
head (C or v*) hosts the uninterpretable features (phi-features, Case, etc). These features can
be inherited by lower projections such as T or Neg heads.

In hertheory of causativization, Pylkkdnen proposes that causative light verbs suakeas

English are Phase-selecting causatives.

(48)
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(Tubino Blanco 2011:120)

4.4.1 Thefinite clause as a Phase
On the basis of the empirical data the following syntactic structure is proposed for the

periphrastic causative constructions in Udmurt (49) when the causative predicate is combined
with a finite clausé®

(49)
VoiceP
S
Spec Voice’
T
Voice vPcause
T
vcause CP
T
TP
T
Spec T
T
T VoiceP
S
Spec Voice’
T
Voice vP
S
v

8 This syntactic modell, similarly to the earlier ones, is a simplified version; it lacks all the non-relevant
projections.
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This diagram in (49) suggests that the causative ligh verb is incthe position, and it

selects a full CP as its complement. Since CPs are Phases in Chomsky’s (2008) proposal, it
can be concluded that causative light verbs in Udmurt are Phase-selecting in the sense of
Pylkkanen (2002, 2008).

4.4.2 s the nonfinite clause a Phase?
As argued above, in Udmurt periphrastic causatives with non-finite complements are ECM

construtions. This suggests the following syntactic representation (50):

(50)
VoiceP
T
Spec Voice’
T
Voice vPcause
S
vcause TP
T
Spec T
TNON-FINITE VOICeP
S
Spec Voice’
S
Voice vP
S

\Y

Analytic causatives with non-finite complements have a different syntactic structure,
however, as shown in (50). The causative light verbs ang.ige, because the syntactic
position of the verb in the matrix clause is the same, but in these constructisgsdheead

selects a TP as its complement instead of a full CP.

In Chomsky’'s (2008) assumption the T head is not able to host the relevant agreement
features. It can only inherit them from the C head, because the C head is able to select tense.
If the C head lacks tense features then ECM, raising or infinitival constructions appear. This
means that TPs are never Phases in Chomsky's (2008) theory.

Baltin (2007), Aelbrecht (2010) and Tubino Blanco (2011), among others, argue that VoiceP

is a clause-internal phase that selects different kindshefds, as opposed to CP, which is a
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clause-peripheral phase head and selects different kinds of TPs. But | have shown that in
Udmurt ECM structures involve an embedded TP, since they can have they own temporal
adverbial, as exemplified in (43), repeated here as (51).

(51) Sasha Masahjez chukaze bibliotekaje vetlyny  .kosiz
Cama Mamraes  dykaze O6ubnuoTekae BETJIBIHBI  KOCH3.
Sashaiom Mashaacc tomorrow libraryiLL gOINF orderprsT.3sG

‘Sasha ordered Masha to go to the library tomorrow.’

The proposal that in Udmurt causative light verbs can select TP, a non-phase projection, goes
against Pylkkanen’s (2002, 2008) assumption that there are only Root-selecting, VP-selecting
and Phase-selecting causatives across languages.

Two possible solutions arise for this problem: i) Pylkkanen (2002, 2008) was wrong and
causative light verbs can select not just a Phase but also a projection between the CP and the
First Phase or ii) the analysis of the non-finite complements of causative verbs must be
revisited; maybe they are CPs and not ECMs. Neither of these solutions will be discussed here
since both of them go beyond the scope of this dissertation. | leave this question open for

future research.

4.5 Summary

In this chapter the syntactic properties of periphrastic causatives have been investigated. |
discussed the properties of two lexical causative verbs in Udhlamgny ‘to let’ and kosyny
‘to order’.

The syntactic properties of the two verbs seem to be similar. Both can have non-finite and
finite complements. The finite clauses are CPs, which do not mean problem for the
Pylkkanen’s (2002, 2008) assumption that causative verbs are Phase-selecting causatives. But
non-finite complements of causative verbs are ECM constuctions. This suggests that these
constructions are TPs rather than CPs or VoicePs, and TPs are never Phases (see Chomsky
2008). This result challenges Pylkkanen’s (2002, 2008) theory of Phase-selecting causative

verbs.
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CHAPTER 5

Conclusion

51 The main contributions of the dissertation

The aim of this thesis was to investigate causative constructions containing lexical, syntactic
and periphrastic causatives in the Udmurt language within the framewdtkstributed
Morphology(Halle & Maranzt 1994) and on the basis of Pylkkanen’s (2002, 2008) theory of
causatives, which assumes that VoiceP and CauseP are separate projections.

In the course of this thesis | proposed that traditionally called lexical, morphological and
syntactic causatives are all formed in the syntax with a functional projection CauseP. This
projection is responsible for the causing event, as argued by Pylkkdnen (2002, 2008).

In the Udmurt language the head of this projection can be filled or it can be phonetically
null. If it is filled then it is always filled with the morpheme,-which is the phonological
realization of the causing event in this language. This means that the causative motpheme -
appears either as a VP-selecting causative or a Phase- selecting causative (in the sense of
Pylkkanen 2002, 2008), depending on the projection to which it is attached.

Causative constructions in Udmurt are similar to the causatives analyzed cross-
linguistically, though all of the three types (i.e. lexical, factitive and analytic causatives) show
some special syntactic properties which are not attested in any other languages.

In the case of lexical causatives, in the causative/non-causative alternation there are some
non-causative verbs which allow an agentive causer as an adjunct. This proposerty has not
been observed for non-causatives cross-linguistically. This special property of these verbs
suggests that the structure of these verbs contains an extra layd?) (that can host the
agent causer. However, as the non-causative morph&kaeappears in Udmurt passive or
half-passive constructions as well, | cannot exclude the possibility that in these constructions
the verb form is not non-causative but rather half-passive.

Factitive causatives in Udmurt also show some special syntactic properties, namely the
appearance of the suffiez/jezboth on the causee argument and on the theme argument, and
the case-marking alternation of the causee argument. In the latter case the case-marking

pattern of the causee is based on the degree of the control on the causee arugment. If the
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causative activity is direct then the causee bears case, while if it is indirect then the

causee is encoded witksT case. Contrary to the case-pattern alternation observed in other
languages, where the causee is always [+human], the indirect effect is not typical in Udmurt,
since the case-alternation appears when the causee is [-human]. The possible appearance of a
[-human] argument as a causee in factitives is also a special property of the language.

The double appearance of the suffez/jezalso seems problematic at first sight, since in
Udmurt double-objects are not possible in ditransitive constructions, which suggests that their
appearance should be not possible with factitives either. To solve this puzzle, | proposed that
the appearance of the suffix on the causee arugment has a strong connection to the associative
use of the suffix in the language.

The syntactic properties of periphrastic causatives in Udmurt were illustrated with two
causative verbkosynyto order’ andlezhynyto let’. Both causative verbs can select either a
finite or a non-finite embedded clause as their complement. The finite clauses are CPs, which
do not mean problem for the Pylkkanen’s (2002, 2008) assumption that causative verbs are
Phase-selecting causatives. But non-finite complements seem to be problematic. It was shown
in this thesis that in Udmurt non-finite complements of causative verbs are Exceptional Case
Marking constuctions and they can have their own temporal modifier. This suggests that these
constructions are TPs rather than CPs or VoicePs, and TPs are never Phases (see Chomsky
2008). This result challenges Pylkk&nen’'s (2002, 2008) theory of Phase-selecting causative
verbs.

Investigating causative constructions in Udmurt has brought these special properties to
light, but not all of the puzzles were solved. Some questions and problems remain for futher
researche in this field.

One of these questions is what the proper syntactic and semantic features of CauseP are.
This issue is discussed in detail through the following paragraphs, but only future research can

provide a definitive answer to the questions that arise here.
5.2 A further research question: Is CauseP the same inside and outside of VoiceP?
During the investigation of the different types of causatives in Udmurt (lexical, morphological

and periphrastic), it was shown that all types contain at least one CauseP in their syntactic
structure. This is illustrated in (1):
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(1) a. Lexical causative

Voice

/\
Cause

T

\'

T

\root

b. Morphological causative

Voice

T

Cause

T

Voice
/\
Cause

T

v
/\
\root

T

\root v

c. Periphrastic Causative with a finite complement

VoiceP
T
Spec Voice'
T
Voice vPcause
S
\% CP
S
TP
S
Spec T
T
T VoiceP
T
Spec Voice'
T
Voice vP
S
v
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d. Periphrastic Causative with a nonfinite complement

VoiceP
T
Spec Voice'
T
Voice vPcause
T
Y TP
S
Spec T
T
TNON-FINITE VOICeP
T
Spec Voice'
T
Voice vP
T
v

These structures raise the following question: does the same CauseP appear in all the

positions, or is the projection merged lower than the VoiceP of the base predication different?

5.2.1 Evidence for the similarity from Romance

5.2.1.1 Italian: ‘lexical’ and syntactic fare

Folli & Harley (2003, 2007) argue that the vddre ‘make’ is the realization of both the
lexical, agentive Yo and the functional%ause in Italian. Consider the following examples

in (2) and their syntactic structures illustrated in (3):

(2) a.Gianni ha fatto ripararela  macchingda Mario) lexical
Gianni has made repair the car by Mario

‘Gianni had the car repair by Mario.’
b. Gianni ha fatto ripararela macchina a Mario syntactic
Gianni has made repair the car to Mario

‘Gianni made Mario repair the car.’
(Folli & Harley 2007:207-208)

3) a
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vP
T
Gianni %
T
Veonuse vP
fare T
V' DP
"~ aMario
Y VP
%) T~
\Y DP
reparare la macchina

vP
T
Gianni Y,
T
Voo VP
fare T
VP PP
"~ daMario
'/ DP

reparare _— “~__

la macchina

The structural difference has an effect on the syntactic representation of the causee argument.
With lexical causatives (2a) the causee functions as an adjunct and so its appearance is
optional. In syntactic causatives (2b), on the other hand, the causee is obligatory and it is
encoded WitlDAT (or in some casescC).

Folli & Harley (2007) argue that this difference comes from fact that the syntactic Cause
head (the functional head in their terminology) does not have any selectional restrictions on
the external argument (causer). The lexical Cause head, however, can select only agents as
causers.

Complement restriction is the other parameter that makes the two heads differ from each
other. As Folli & Harley (2007) point out, while the functional head selects an agentive event
(vP) as its complement, the lexical head takes a nominalized VP without its eventive layer,
thus the complement lacks its own external argument.

This double behavior of the verb fareltalian is similar to the verb hac&to’ in Spanish.
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5.2.1.2 The Spanish hacer

Tubino Blanco (2011) adopts the analysis of Folli & Harly (2003, 2007) and argues that in
Spanish, the verbacer‘do’ can be the realization of both a lexical head and a functional
head (4}

(4) a. Maria hizo repara el coche (por el  mecéanico)
Mary made.8G repair the car by the mechanic

‘Mary made repair the car (by the mechanic).’

b.
VoiceP
T
Maria Voice'
T
Voice’ VB,
T
% \P
S
VHAC VP
T
VP PP
"~ por el mecanico
VO P
S

VREPAR el coche

(Tubino Blanco 2011:24)

That hacer ‘do’ in Spanish can be a lexical verb is supported by the fact that the Cause

head hosting the verb disallows causees as its external argument (Tubino Blanco 2011):

8 There is one difference between the syntactic structure proposed by Folli & Harley (2007) (illustrated in (3b))
and the structure put forth by Tubino Blanco (2011) (shown in (4b)). This difference has to do with the layer that
introduces the external argument. Following Chomsky (1995), Folli & Harly (2007) label this level vP, while
Tubino Blanco (2011) adopts Kratzer's (1994) theory and labels that level VoiceP. Nevertheless, it is assumed
that there is no syntactic and functional difference between the two labels.
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(5) Juan/*su enfado hizo castigar al nifio (por el  profesor).
John/ his rage made punish to.the childby the teacher
‘John/*his rage had the child punished (by the teacher).’
(Tubino Blanco 2011:25)

The appearance tiacerat two distinct structural positions is shown by the interpretation
of the argument marked withaT:

(6) a.Maria le hizo reparar el coche a Pepe
Mary hebAT made.3G repair the car to Joe
‘Mary made repair Joe’s car.’
(i.e somebody elso repairs the car)
(Tubino Blanco 2011:27a)

b. Maria le hizo reparar el coche a Pepe
Mary hebDAT made.3G repair the car to Joe
‘Mary made Joe repair the car.’
(Tubino Blanco 2011:27b)

The sentence in (6) seems to be ambiguous. The argument markedwithexample (6a)
is interpreted as a possessor, as opposeddAtiemarked argument in (6b), which is
interpreted as the causer of the causing event. If we believe that the sentence can have both
meanings, the assumption of Tubino Blanco (2011) is on the right track ahddbeverb
can appear in two different syntactic positions.

This structural difference between the two verbs inserted in two different positions of the
derivation accounts for other syntactic differences as well, for instance those involving

passivization or cliticization, but these differences will not be discussed here.

5.2.3 Diagnostics of Udmurt Cause

In constrast to the two Romance languages observed above, which lack morphological
causatives, in Udmurt a similar question arises: is the Cause head hostirg ith¢he
structure of causative verbs the same as the Cause head hosttrgnibipheme functioning

as the productive morpheme of causatives?
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5.2.3.1 Selection
In Udmurt, the Cause outside of the first pffasmn select different types of verbs. As
observed in Chapter 3 (Factitive Causatives), the Phase-selecting Cause head hosting the

causative morphemé can be attached to unergative (7a), transitive (7b) and ditransitive (7¢)

verbs.
(7) a.Masha Sasha-jez uzha-t-iz
Maiua Cama-e3  yxa-T-i3.
MashanoMm Sashaacc work-CAUS-PST.3SG
‘Masha made Sasha work.’
b. Masha Sasha-jez niga-jez lydzhy-t-iz
Marima Camra-e3 KHHTa-e3  JIBIO3BI-T-I3
Mashanom Sashacc bookAcc readc€AUS-PST.3SG
‘Masha made Sasha read the book.’
c. Masha Sasha-jez Aljonaly riga-jez c'oty-t-iz

Mara Cama-e3 AnéHanbl KHHMTa-e¢3 CETBHI-T-U3
Mashanom Sashacc Aljona-DATboOKACC read€AUS-PST.3SG

‘Masha made Sasha give the book to Aljona.’

As opposed to the verb types presented in (7), unaccusative verbs differ in the sense that if
the productive causative marker is attached to an unaccusative verb in Udmurt, it results in a

causative verb, as it has been shown in the causative/non-causative alternation:

(8) a.Pinaljos sajkazy. non-causative
ITunannéc caifkasbl.
childpL  wake.uprsT.3PL

‘The children woke up.’

8 For the correct identification of the two Cause projections | adopt Ramchand’s (2006) notion of ‘first phase’
for inner causativization. | refer to the Cause head hosting the productive marker as ‘Cause head outside of the
first phase’, and | term the Cause head hosting the causative suffix attached to roots as ‘Cause head inside of the
first phase’.
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b. Angj pinaljosyz sajkatiz causative
Amnai MUHATBECHI3 CallKaTii3.
mothemiom child.pL wake.UprsT.3sG

‘The mother woke up the children.’

This property of the causative morpheme seems not to be universal cross-linguistically, it is
more like a parametric variation across languages. There are languages where unaccusatives
can be selected by the Cause head even without the appearance of Voice head. Finnish, for

instance, is such a language, as argued by Pylkkanen (2002, 2008):

(90 Minua nauratta.
[.PART laughcAus.3sG
‘(Something) makes me laught.’
(Pylkkéanen 2008:32a)

Based on these data, we can see that while the two Cause heads are similar, there is a

functional difference between them.

5.2.3.2 Morphological matching
The similarity between the two Cause layers in the structure is supported by the fact that the
productive causative marker and the causative verbal suffix have the same morphological

form, namely both are realized at PFtasConsider the following examples:

(10) a. Anaj pinaljoszy sajkaiz.
aHai MUHATBECTHI  CaiKa-T-M3.
motherNoM  childrennom  wake.UpeAUS-PST.3SG
‘The mother woke up the children.’

b. Sasha Mashajez gozhtetez gozhty-t-iz.
Cama Maimiae3  TOXTAT33 TOXThI-T-i3
SashanoM Mashaacc letterAcC  write-CAUS-PST.3SG
‘Sasha made Masha write the letter.’

This is not so surprising. As it was mentioned in Chapter 3 (Factitive Causatives), both

suffixes go back to the same suffix: the Proto-Uraltt Br +-.
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It is interesting to see that in Udmurt it is possible for the two Causes to be present in the

same derivation, as illustrated in (11).

(11) Emjas’ anajez pinaljosty sajka-ty-t-iz
OMBSICH aHaes MMUHATHECTHI caiiKa-ThI-T-H3
DoctorNoM  motheracc  childrenacc wake.UpPEAUS-CAUS-PST.3SG

‘The doctor made the mother wake up the children.’

5.2.3.3 Agentive feature of the causer

There is a further difference between the two Cause heads, too. The Voice that dominates the
Cause head of lexical causatives can have a [tagentive] feature, while the Voice head that
dominates the Cause head of factitives can only have a [+agentive] feature.

Let us consider the following examples:

(12) a. Anaj sajkatiz pinaljosty agent
Amnan carKaTii3 MUHATHECTBI
mothemiom wake.uprsT.3sG child.pL.ACC
‘The mother woke up the children.’

b. Gudyrjaem sajkatiz pinaljosty non-agent
['ynpipbsiem calKaTii3 MUHATHECTBI
thundemiom wake.ursT.3sG child.pL.ACC
‘The thunder woke up the children.’

c. Sasha Masha-jez pinal-ez  babyty-t-iz.
Cama Marma-e3 MAHAI-33  0aOBITBI-T-I3
Sashalom Mashaacc babyAcc rock.to.sleepeAUS-PST.3SG
‘Sasha had Masha rock the baby sleep.’

d. *Kyrzan Masha-jez pinal-ez  babyty-t-iz.
*Ksip3an Mara-e3 nuHan-33  0a0BITHI-T-i3
Sashalom  Mashaacc babyAcc rock.to.sleepEAus-PST.3sG
‘Sasha had Masha rock the baby sleep.’
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What is clearl from the examples is that while the Cause head selecting a root or a VP in the
sense of Pylkk&dnen (2002, 2008) (traditionally called lexical causatives) can check both a
[+agentive] or a [-agentive] feature (12a,b), the Cause head hosting the productive causative
marker in factitives can only check a [+agentive] feature of the causer DP (12c). If the causer
has a [-agentive] feature, the derivation leads to an ungrammatical sentence (12d).

In the proposal put forth in this dissertation, this difference in the agentive feature of the
causer argument is not connected to the similarity/difference between the Cause heads inside
and outside the first phase. Instead, this phenomenon has to do with the Voice head.

The Voice head merged to the first phase Cause head can check either a [+agentive] or a [-
agentive] feature. The Voice head outside the first phase is able to check only a [+agentive]
feature, however. Evidence for this also comes from the fact that periphrastic causatives are

not able to check a [-agentive] feature in Udmurt either.

(23) Tol pinaljos-ty  sajkany lez'iz
*TOn MMUHATBEC-THl Ccalika-HbI J193U3
windNom kids-Acc wake.UpiNF  letPST.3SG

“*The wind let the kids wake up.’

5.3 Final remarks

As we can see, there are many interesting and unsolved problems even in such a narrow topic
of Udmurt syntax as causative constructions. | do hope that this thesis could be a starting
point for futher investigations on topics such as differences between passives, half-passives
and non-causative verb formations of Udmurt, the development cé#ljezsuffix from a &

person singular possessive marker to an Accusative case suffix, Exceptional Case Marking
constructions versus object control constructions in Udmurt, and many others which are

invisible for us at this moment.
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APPENDIX

Small Clauses in Udmurt

Non-verbal predicates in Udmurf®

Small Clauses (SCs) are minimal subject-predicate units in the syntax. They are illustrated

with the following examples from English (1) and Finnish*®):

(1) a. Carroll named his heroine Alice
b. John made Peter silly.

(2) a.Me kutsu-mme  William Gatesi-a  Billi-ksi
weNoMm callPrs1PL  William GatesPART Billy- TRS
‘We call William Gates Billy.’
b. Han teki Pekan iloiseksi
she/hesom makepsT.3sG  Pekkaacc happyrrs
‘She/he made Pekka happy.’

Naming verb
ECM
(Matushanky 2012:5)

Naming verb

ECM

(Matushansky 2012:9)

Udmurt, similarly to the other Uralic languages, is a copula-drop language. The copula is not

overtly present in present tense indicatives with nominal (3a-c) and adjectival (4a-c)

predicates”

(3) a.Mon emjas’
Mon IMBICH.
I.NOM doctornom

‘l am a doctor.’

8 | thank Veronika Hegédg for the conversations about primary and secondary predications.
%" The notion of Small Clause stands for a subject-predicate structure lacking tense (Den Dikken 2006).
L It is important to note that although Udmurt is a pro-drop language, pronominal subjects cannot be dropped

in sentences with non-verbal predicates :

(i) *pro peres’
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b. Ton emjas'
Ton SMBSCH
YOUNOM  doctorNOMm

‘You are a doctor.’

c. So emjas’
Co IMBIACH
she/hevom  doctorNOM

‘He is a doctor.’

(4) a.Mon peres’
Moun  mepech

I.NOM oldNOMm

‘l am old.’
b. Ton peres’
Ton Iepech

YOUNOM  old.NOMm

‘You are old.’

c. So peres’
Co nepech
She/he oldiom

‘He is old.’

However, there are two copulas in Udmwan’ ‘to be’ and luyny ‘to become’. The
distribution and the morphological properties of the two copulas are diffevamt 'to be’
does not agree with the subject and it appears only in past tense (5)luyhyi&o become’

agrees in person and number with the subject and can occur in all tenses (6):
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(5) a.Mon emjas’ val?
Mon IMBICH Bal
1sG doctornoM  bepsT

‘l was a doctor.’

b. Ton emjas’ val.
Ton IMBICH Bal
2sG doctomioMm  bepsT

‘You were a doctor.’

c. So emjas’ val.
Co SOMBSIChH BaJ
3sG doctornom  bepsT
‘She/he was a doctor.’

(6) a.Mon emjas’ luo.
MoH  3MBACH h13%0)
1sG doctornom  becomesuT.1SG

‘I will become a doctor.’

b. Mon emjas’ lui
MoH  5MBACH Iyn
1sG doctornoMm  becomersT.1SG

‘I became a doctor.’

Similarly to Hungarian, the copula is covert in Udmurt specificational sentences (7a-b), but
contrary to Hungarian, it is covert in all persons (7b):

(7) a.Mynam samoj umoj eshe Ivan.
MpbiHaM  camoll  yMOW  3IIe NBaH.
1SGGEN most good friends IvanNowm
‘My best friend is Ivan.’

9 Val is the past form of the existential vern’.
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b. Mon kivaltys!
Mou KUBAJITUCH
1sG directornom

‘| am the director.’

Unlike in predicational and specificational sentences, the appearance of the @puia

be’ is obligatory in existential sentences, regardless of tense:

(7) Inmar van’.
HNumap BaHb
GodNom  bePRrs

‘There is a God.’

There is a difference between the adjectival predicate and the nominal predicate in primary
predications. APs obligatorily agree with the subject in number. Number agreement on NPs,
on the other hand, seems to be subject to idiolectal variation, because not all native speakers
produce number-agreement on the NP. Some infornmefer to use the nominal plural
marker on predicate NPs instead:

(8) a.Mon emjas’
1sG doctornom

‘Il am a doctor.’
b. Mi emjas’-jos
1PL doctorpL

‘We are doctors.’

The singular is a default number and is always unmarked in Udmurt. AP predicates, however,

have a special plural marker. This does not appear on attributive APs.
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(9) a.Mon peres’.
Mou  mepech
1sG oldNOM

‘l am old.’

b. Mi peres’-es’.
Mu Iepec-ech
1PL oldpL

‘We are old.’

In Udmurt we can find the following secondary predications, following the classification of
Matushansky (2012):

(10) a.Mynym Sasha l'ek pote. raising, stative
MzeiasiMv Cara JIEK oT?.
[.DAT SashavjoM madNOM come.OubRS3sSG

‘Sasha seems mad (to me).’

b. Sasha I'ek luiz. raising, dynamic
Cama JIeK JIyu3
Sashaiom madNOM  becomersT.3sG

‘Sasha became mad.’

c. Sasha Mashajez I'ek(en) lydja. ECM, stative
Carra Marmae3 nek(eH)  JBLIBS.
Sashalom Mashaacc madNOM countPRS3SG
‘Sasha considered Masha mad.’
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d. Sasha Mashajez l'ek kariz. ECM, dynamic (causative)
Cama Mamaes JIeK Kapus.
Sashalom Mashaacc angryNoM makepsT.3sG

‘Sasha made Masha angry.’

e. Kalyk Sashajez  byrjiz prezident shuisa. nomination
Kanbix Camrae3  ObIpitn3 MPE3UICHT  IIybIca
peoplenom Sashacc electPsT.3sG presidentom that

‘The people elected Sasha president.’

f. Sasha kochyshse Masha nimaz naming
Carma KOUBIIIIC) Mara HUMAa3
SashaloM catSG.ACC MashaNOM namepPsT.3SG

‘Sasha named his cat Masha.’

g. Mi vozh(e) (bujole)  bujamy komnatajez. resultative
Mu BOXK(€) (6yémd)  OysMsl KOMHATae3
WEeNOM greeniLL  colouriLL paintPST.IPL ~ rOOMACC

‘We painted the room green.’

h. Sasha yl'yn siiz silez object depictive
Cama BUIbBIH CUH3 cines
SashaloM rawINST/INESS eatPAST.3SG meatAcc

‘Sasha ate the meat raw.’

I. Sasha kudzenyryn Siiz sil'ez. subject depictive
Cama KyI3eM HBIPbIH CUU3  CHIe3.
Sashaom drunk headNST/INESS eatPST.3SGmeatacc

‘Sasha ate the meat drunk.’

What is common to the examples in (11a-i) is that all of them contain an embedded small
clause, but there is a difference in the case-pattern of the secondary predicates in the SCs. In
(11a-f) the AP is marked with Nominative case (or it is unmarked), while in (11g-i), the AP is

marked withiLL (11g) or withiNsT (11h-i). The situation is certainly not so surprising if the
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types of the SCs is taken into consideration. In the case of (11a-f) the SCs are selected by the

matrix verb, they are in complement position, but in (11g-i) the SCs are adjuncts.
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SUMMARY

The aim of this thesis was to investigate causative constructions containing lexical, syntactic
and periphrastic causatives in the Udmurt language within the framewdtkstributed
Morphology(Halle & Maranzt 1994) and on the basis of Pylkkanen’s (2002, 2008) theory of
causatives, which assumes that VoiceP and CauseP are separate projections.

In the course of this thesis | proposed that traditionally called lexical, morphological and
syntactic causatives are all formed in the syntax with a functional projection CauseP. This
projection is responsible for the causing event, as argued by Pylkkdnen (2002, 2008).

In the Udmurt language the head of this projection can be filled or it can be phonetically
null. If it is filled then it is always filled with the morpheme,-which is the phonological
realization of the causing event in this language. This means that the causative motpheme -
appears either as a VP-selecting causative or a Phase- selecting causative (in the sense of
Pylkkanen 2002, 2008), depending on the projection to which it is attached.

Chapter 2 investigates the causative/non-causative alternation in Udmurt. The main
research questions concentrate on the morphological marking of the alternation and the
internal structure of verbs taking part in the alternation.

| propose that the verbs are not derived from each other, instead, they are both formed from
the same root. The causative verbs — if they are marked — always contain the causative
morphemet- in their internal structure, and non-causative verbs, if they are marked — always
have the s’k- affix. The syntactic difference between the two verb types can be derived from
their different internal structure. The causative variant has a Cause head that hosts the
causative morpheme--while the non-causative variant has only a Voice head that is merged
to the verbal head.

In the case of lexical causatives, in the causative/non-causative alternation there are some
non-causative verbs which allow an agentive causer as an adjunct. This proposerty has not
been observed for non-causatives cross-linguistically. This special property of these verbs
suggests that the structure of these verbs contains an extra layd?) (that can host the
agent causer. However, as the non-causative morph&kaeappears in Udmurt passive or
half-passive constructions as well, | cannot exclude the possibility that in these constructions
the verb form is not non-causative but rather half-passive.

Chapter 3 focuses on the productive, morphologically marked causative constructions.

Factitive causatives in Udmurt show some special syntactic properties, namely the appearance
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of the suffix ez/jezboth on the causee argument and on the theme argument, and the case-
marking alternation of the causee argument. In the latter case the case-marking pattern of the
causee is based on the degree of the control on the causee arugment. If the causative activity
is direct then the causee beacx case, while if it is indirect then the causee is encoded with

INST case.

The double appearance of the suffez/jezalso seems problematic at first sight, since in
Udmurt double-objects are not possible in ditransitive constructions, which suggests that their
appearance should be not possible with factitives either. To solve this puzzle, | proposed that
the appearance of the suffix on the causee arugment has a strong connection to the associative
use of the suffix in the language

A syntactic approach is presented for these properties based on Pylkkdnen (2002, 2008). In
the syntactic structure of factitives in Udmurt, similarly to lexical causative verbs, the causing
event is assossiated with the CauseP, and the factitive causative morpheccears in the
head position of this projection and the external argument, the causer, is introduced in the
specifier position of VoiceP, in the sense of Katzer (1996). In addition to these crucial
properties, this chapter investigates the domain and event properties of productive causatives,
too.

Chapter 4 deals with periphrastic causatives. The syntactic properties of periphrastic
causatives in Udmurt were illustrated with two causative véudms/ny'to order’ andlezhyny
‘to let’. The complement clause selected by the two lexical causative verbs can be either non-
finite or finite. The finite clauses are CPs and the non-finite complements of causative verbs
are ECM constuctions. In the case of a non-finite complement, similarly to morphologically
marked causatives, the causee argument is encodegdagittase.

Chapter 5 summarizes the main research questions and results proposed in this work and
contains the conclusions. This chapter also lays out the potential directions for further

investigations.
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MAGYAR NYELV U OSSZEFOGLALO

A disszertacio célja, hogy egy atfogo képet adjon a udmurt nyelv kauzativ szerkkzeteir
ugymint a lexikai, a szintetikus és az analitikusvedtetésél. A dolgozat egységes keretben
vizsgalja a fenti szerkezeteket Miyagawa (1998) ‘The same-component hypothesis’ alapjan,
és amellett foglal allast, hogy a kauzativ szerkezetek egységesen a szintaxisban formalédnak.
A dolgozat a Osztott Morfologia (Halle & Marantz 1993, 1994) elméleti keretében irédott. A
Disztribucios Morfolégia egységesen kezeli a lexikai és a szintaktikai kauzativokat, és azt
javasolja, hogy a Lexikon (Vocabulary) csak a gydkoket, az inflexiés elemeket és a derivaciés
elemeket tarolja, a képzési folyamatok mar a szintaxisban térténnek.

A dolgozat masik, kauzativokra vonatkoz6 elméleti kerete Pylkkanen (2002, 2008) elmélete,
amelyek & allitasa, hogy a kauzativ esemény egy sajat prdeicrendelkezik (CauseP),
amelyet kulon kell valasztani a Voice#t;tami a kil$ argumentum bevezetésére szolgal.

A dolgozat vizsgalati anyagat sajatiggs adja ki, amelyet harom terepmunka soran, 2012-
2013 kozott gyjtottem.

A dolgozat a kovetkékeppen épul fel:

A dolgozat els fejezete igyekszik éatfogd képet adni az udmurt wnykdgfontosabb
morfoldgiai és szintaktikai tulajdonsagairdl, az elméleti kékeamelyben a dolgozat késziilt,
valamit a terminologiarol, amit a dolgozat hasznal.

A masodik fejezetben a lexikai kauzativ igék allnak a kézéppontban. A fejezet targya, hogy
bemutassa, milyen morfologiai és szintaktikai tulajdonsdgokkal rendelkeznek azok az igék,

amelyek részt vesznek a kauzativ/inem-kauzativ alternaciéban.

(1) a.Pinaljos sajka-zy nem-kauzativ
IIunanséc caiika-3bl

gyerekpL.NOM felébredPsT.3PL

‘A gyerekek felébredtek.’
b. Anaj pinaljosyz sajka-t-iz kauzativ
Amnai MMUHATBHECHI3 caiika-T-i3.

anyanom gyerekpL.ACC.3SG félébredeAus-PsST.3sG

‘Az anya felébresztette a gyerekeket.’
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A fejezetben bemutatott adatok, és elméleti elemzésiik eredménye, hogy az udmurtban a nem-
kauzativ igék, ha morfolégiailag jeldltek, akkor minden esetbesika morfémaval jeldltek,

mig a kauzativ igék pedig & kauzativ igeképvel keletkeznek. Szintaktikai szerkezetében

is eltér egymastol a két tipus, a nem-kauzativ igék szerkezetében az igei kategoria folott a
VoiceP helyezkezdik el, mig a kauzativ igék tartalmaznak egy extra projekciét, a CauseP-t,
ami a kauzativ esemény bevezetésért §eleA dolgozat amellett érvel, hogy a lexikai
miivelte® igék igei szelektalok Pylkkéanen (2002, 2008) tewtogidja szerint.

A harmadik fejezetben a faktitiviimeltetést mutatja be a dolgozat. A faktitiviveltetés az

udmurt nyelvben at- produktiv niiveltet® morfémaval torténik.

(2) a.Masha kiga-jez lydzh-iz
Marima KHUTa-€3  JIBLO3-U3

MasanoM  kdnyvAcc olvasPST.3SG

‘Masa elolvasta a kényvet.’

b. Masha Sasha-jez niga-jez lydzhy-t-iz
Marima Camra-e3 KHHTa-e3  JIBIO3BI-T-I3
MasanNoM  SzasaxccC kOnyv-Acc olvas€AUS-PST.3SG

‘Masa elolvastatta Szasaval a konyvet.’

A tranzitiv alapu faktitiv miveltetés néhany sajatos szintaktikai tulajdonsaggalelkezik, i)

kettos akkuzativusz megjelenése, ii) a targyi esetjeldigralizacioja, iii) az argumentum
szerkezet rogzullése, iv) eset-alternacioi@ettetett argumentum jeldlésében. Szintaktikailag

a faktitiv miiveltetés — hasonldéan a lexikaiineltetéshez — a CauseP projekcidval wédiét

be a szerkezetbe, amire raépil a VoiceP, ami t@eltet® argumentumot, mint kids
argumentumot vezeti be a szerkezetbe. Pylkkanen (2002, 2008) rendszere szerint a faktitivok
minden esetben ugynevezett fazis-szelektalo kauzativok.

A negyedik fejezet foglalkozik az analikudineltetéssel. A fejezet két kauzativ segédigét, a

‘parancsol’ és a ‘hagy’ igét és a hozzajuk kapcsoldédo szerkezeteket mutatja be.

(3) a.Masha Sasha-jez riga-jez lydzhyny Kkosiz.
Mara Cama-e3 KHUTa-¢3 JIBIA3BIHEL KOCH3.
Masanom  S&szacc konyvAcc olvasiINF  parancsoksT.3sG

‘Masa megparancsolta Szasanak, hogy olvassa el a konyvet.’
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b. Masha Sasha-jez niga-jez lydzhyny lez'iz.
Mara Camae3  kHHTrae3  JBII3BIHEL JID3H3.
Méasanom  Szasacc kdnyvAcc olvasiNF  enged?ST.3SG

‘Masa engedte Szasanak, hogy elolvassa a kdnyvet.’

Az udmurtban mindkét ige felvehet véges és nem-véges alarendelt tagmondatot, mint
komplementumot. A véges alarendelésben az igénkadba kertl, mig a nem-véges
szerkezetben az ige infinitivuszi alakja hasznalatos. Szamos teszt alkalmazasaval a fejezet
amellett foglal allast, hogy a nem-véges szerkezetek Ugynevezett Kivételes Eset Add
(Exeptional Case Marking) szerkezetek. Avaltetett argumentum ezekben a szerkezetekben
akkuzativuszi esettel van ellatva. Szintaktikailag mindkét szerkezet esetéelé@moadéati

részben helyezkednek el a kauzativ segéedigék ggyprojekcidban, és attdl figgn, hogy

véges vagy nem-veges alarendelt tagmondat-e a komplementumuk, véges esetében CP-t, mig
nem-véges esetében TP-t szelektalnak. Pylkkdnen (2002, 2008) elméletében a kauzativ
segédigék minden esetében fazis-szelektalok, ami az udmurt esetében véges alarendelésnél
igaznak bizonyul, mert a CP-k fazisok, de nem-véges alarendelés eseteben kérdéses, mert a
TP nem tekinthétfazisnak.

A dolgozatot a végkdvetkeztetések zarjak.

A dolgozat a kauzativok bemutatdsa és elemzése mellett igyekezett megvizsgélni a
miveltetésben mindharomo ffejezetben elkerdl —ez/jez morféma funkcidjat az udmurt
nyelvben. A végs kdvetkeztetés a morfémat iken, hogy azez/jezszuffixum akkor jelenik

meg, amikor valamilyen asszociaciés viszonyba keriil a mondatban két entitas.

177



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

REFERENCES

A. Kdvesi, Magda. 1965. A permi nyelvek dsi képBudapest: Akadémia Kiado.

Ackerman, Farrell & John Moore. 1999. Syntagmatic and Paradigmatic Dimensions of
Causee Encodings. Linguistics and Philosophy 22(1): 1-44.

Aelbrecht, Lobke. 2010. The Syntactic Licensing of Ellipsis [Linguistik Aktuell/Linguistics
Today 149.] Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Aissen, Judith. 2003. Differential Object marking: Iconicity vs. Econddatural Language
and Linguistic Theorgl: 435-483.

Alatyrev Vasilij. I. 1974.pammamuxa cospemennozo yomypmckozo szvika. Cunmakcuc
cnoxcrnoeo npeonoxcenus. [The grammar of the modern Udmurt language. Syofdke
complex sentences] NxeBcl qMypTHs.

Alexiadou, Artemis. 2006. On (anti-)causative alternatidd&LING 4, handouts 1-4.

Alexiadou, Artemis & Elena Anagnostopoulou. 2004. Voice morphology in the causative-
inchoative alternation: evidence for non-unified structural analysis of unaccusatives. In
Alexiadou, Artemis, Elena Anagnostopoulou & Martin Everaert (ed3he
Unaccusativity Puzzle115-136. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Alexiadou, Artemis & Florian Schéfer. 2006. Instrument subjects are Agents or Causers. In
Donald Baumer, David Montero & Michael Scanlon (edRtceedings of WCCFR5:
40-48. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla.

Alexiadou, Artemis & Florian Schafer. 200MDecomposing er nominalization. Talk
presented at the workshop Nominalizations across languages. University of Stuttgart.

Alexiadou, Artemis, Elena Anagnostopoulou & Florian Schéafer. 2006. The properties of
anticausatives crosslinguistically. In Mara Frascarelli (ed.), Phases of Interpretation.
187-211. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Alexiadou, Artemis. 2009. On the role of syntactic locality in morphological processes: the
case of (Greek) derived nominals. In Anastasia Giannakidou & Monika Rathert (eds.),
Quantification, Definiteness and Nominalization. 253-280. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Alexiadou, Artemis. 2010. On the morpho-syntax of (anti-)causative verbs. In Malka
Rappaport Hovav, Edit Doron and Ivy Sichelds.), Syntax, Lexical Semantics and
Event Structurel77-203. New York: Oxford University Press.

Alsina, Alex. 1992. On the Argument Structure of Causatives. Linguistic Inquiry 23: 517-555.

178



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

Alsina, Alex. 1996.The Role of Argument Structure in Grammar: Evidence from Romance
Stanford, California: CSLI.

Anagnostopoulou, Elena & Florian Schafer. 2006. The fine structure of (anti-)causatives. In
Christopher Davis, Amy-Rose Deal and Youri Zabbal (e@9ceedings of NELS 36.
115-128. Amherst, MA: GLSA.

Arad, Maya. 2005. Roots And Patterns: Hebrew Morpho-symiagrecht: Springer.

Artemis, Alexiadou & Edit Doron. 2012. Thsyntactic constructiorof two nonactive
Voices Passive and middle. Journal of LinguistidS: 1-34.

Assmann, Anke, Svetlana Edygarova, Doreen Georgi, Timo Klein & Philipp Weisser. 2013.
Possessor Case in Udmurt: Multiple Case Assignment Feeds Postsyntactic Fusion. In
Fabian Heck & Anke Assmann (eds.), Rule interaction in gramiiaguistische
Arbeitsberichte LABO. 23-63. Leipzig: Institut flr Linguistik, Universitat Leipzig.

Asztalos, Erika & Orsolya Tanczos. 20lbompeting Grammars in Nowadays Udmdralk
Presented at 7th Budapest Uralic Workshop.

Asztalos, Erika. 2010. Transitive and intransitive passivization in Udmurt. In Sandor Csucs, ,
Noéra Falk, Viktoria Toth, and Gabor Zaicz (ed€@ngressus Xl Internationalis Fenno-
ugristarum, Pars VI. Dissertationese symposiorum ad linguisiticz8w61. Piliscsaba:
Reguly Tarsasag.

Asztalos, Erika. 2012. Pozicii sfokusirovannogo obiekta v udmurtskom iazyke. In Yearbook
Of Finno-Ugristic Studies / Ezhegodnik Finno-Ugorskikh Issledovanii 2012/4: 7-12.
Baglini, Rebekah. 2012. The scalar source of stative passives. In Aguilar Guevara, Anna
Chernilovskaya & Rick Nouwen (edsBroceedings of Sinn und Bedeutung 16. 29-41.

Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Baker, Mark 1985. The Mirror Principle and Morphosyntactic Explanatimguistic Inquiry
16: 373-416.

Baker, Mark. 1988. Incorporation: A Theory of Grammatical Function Changing. University
of Chicago Press: Chicago.

Baltin, Mark. 2007. Deletion versus pro-forms: A false dichotomy. Ms., New York
University.

Bartens, Raija. 2000. Permiléisten kielten rakenne ja kehitgtsinki: SUS 238.

Bartos, Huba. 2011. Hungarian external causatives: Monoclausal but bi-eventive. In Tibor
Laczkd & Catherine O. Ringen (edsfpproaches to Hungarian. Volume 12. Papers
from the 2009 Debrecen Conferente38.Amsterdam, John Benjamins.

Bartos, Huba. 2013. Admeltetés morfoszintaxisa a magyarbifs., RIL HAS.

179



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

Baylin, John Frederick. 2011. The syntax of Russian. Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press,.

Beke, Odon 1931. A magyar targyrag eredetéhez [To the origin of the accusative suffix]
Magyar Nyeldr. 60:63-63

Bhatt, Rajesh & David Embick. 200&ausative Derivation in HindiMs., University of
Texas and University of Pennsylvania. Available from
http://people.umass.edu/bhatt/papers/bhatt-embick-caus.pdf

Bobaljik, Jonathan. 2006. On Comparative Suppletion. Ms., University of Connecticut.

Bobaljik, Jonathan. 2012Jniversals in comparative Morphology. Suppletion, superlatives
and the structure of word€ambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Bossong. Georg. 198ifferentielle Objektmarkierung in den Neuiranischen Sprachen.
Tlbingen: Gunter Narr Verlag.

Bresnan, Joan. 2001. Lexical Functional Syn@xford: Blackwell.

Budenz, Jozsef. 1884-189Az ugor nyelvek 6sszehasonlitdé alaktanag Eleet, Igeképzés
Budapest: Magyar Tudomanyos Akadémia.

Burzio, Luigi. 1986. Italian Syntax: A Goverment-Binding Approach. Dordrecht: Reidel.

Campanini, Cinzia & Marcel Pitteroff. 2012. Analytic causatives — A German-Italian
comparative approach. In Enrico Boone, Martin Kohlberger & Maartje Schhulpen
(eds.), Proceedings of ConSOLE.X@%-70. Leiden: Universiteit Leiden.

Cetinogu, Ozlem, Miriam Butt & Kemal Oflazer. 2008. Mond/Blausality of Turkish
Causatives. In Sila Ay, Ozgir Aydin, Iclal Ergenc, Seda Gokmen, Selcuk Issever &
Dilek Pecenek (eds.Rroceedings of the 14th International Conference on Turkish
Linguistics 43-52. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag.

Chomsky, Noam & Howard Lasnik. 1993. The theory of principles and parameters. In
Joachim Jacobs, Arnim Von Stechow & Wolfgang Sternefeld (e@yptax: An
International Handbook of Contemporary Research, Vol. 1. 506-569. Berlin: Walter de
Gruyter.

Chomsky, Noam. 196%Aspects of the Theory of Synt&@ambridge, Massachusetts: MIT
Press.

Chomsky, Noam. 1981 ectures on government and binding. Dordrecht: Foris.

Chomsky, Noam. 198&nowledge of Languag®&lew York: Praeger.

Chomsky, Noam. 1993. A minimalist program for linguistic theory. In Ken Hale & Samuel J.
Keyser (eds.);The view from Building 20: Essays in linguistics in honor of Sylvain
Bromberger 1-52. Cambridge, Mass.: MITPress.

Chomsky, Noam. 1999.he Minimalist ProgramCambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press.

180



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

Chomsky, Noam. 2001. Derivation by phase. In Michael Kenstowicz (eeh)Hale: A Life
in Language 1-52. Cambridge MA: The MIT Press.

Chomsky, Noam. 2008. On Phases. In Robert Freidin, Carlos P. Otero, & Maria Luisa
Zubizarreta (eds.)Foundational Issues in Linguistic Theory. Essays in Honor of Jean-
Roger Vergnaud. 133-166. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Cipanov 2005 =IlpmanoB E. A. 2005. I pammamuueckue xamezcopuu 6 KOMU S3bIKe.
ChIKTBIBKap

Collinder, Bjorn. 1960.Comparative Grammar of the Uralic LanguageStockholm:
Almqvist och Wiksell.

Comrie, Bernard. 1981language Universals and Linguistic Typology: Syntax and
Morphology Oxford: Blackwell.

Comrie, Bernard & Maria Polinsky. 1993. Causatives and Transitives
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Coppock, Elisabeth. 2009he Logical and Empirical Foundations of Baker's Paradox
Doctoral Dissertation. Stanford University.

Croft, William. 2003.Typology and universalnd ed. Cambridge: CUP.

Csucs, Sandor. 1980. Chrestomathia Votjacica. Budapest: Tankényvkiado.

Cslcs, Séndor. 2005Die Rekonstruktion der permischen Grundspract&udapest:
Akadémiai Kiado.

Décsy, Gyula. 1990.The Uralic Protolanguage: A Comprehensive Reconstruction.
Bloomington, Indiana: EUROLINGUA.

Dékany, Eva & Orsolya Tanczos. 20Head last to head first and left peripheries: evidence
from Khanty and Udmurt relativeRaper presented at 22nd International Conference on
Historical Linguistics, Naples.

Dikken, Marcel den. 2006Relators and linkers: The syntax of predication, predicate
inversion, and copulasLinguistic Inquiry Monographs 47. Cambridge, Mass: MIT
Press.

Dolovai, Dorottya. 2006. A fiveltetés és a fivelteth szerkezetek. In Istvan Kozmacs &
Katalin Sipécz (eds.), flisztika. 147-165. Budapest: Bélcsész Konzorcium.

Doron, Edit. 2003. Transitivity alternations in the Semitic template system. In ed. Jacqueline
Lecarme (ed.),Research in Afroasiatic Grammarl.. 127-149. Amsterdam and
Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Dowty, David. 1979Word meaning and Montague GrammBordrecht: Reidel.

Dryer, M. S. 1992. The Greenbergian Word Order Correlatikasmguage 68: 81-138.

181



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

Edygarova, Svetlana. 2009. Attributive possession in the Udmurt languamggiistica
Uralica 45(2): 101-118.

Edygarova, Svetlana. 201Rategorija possessivnosti v udmurtskom jazyiee Category of
Possession in Udmurt Language]. Dissertationes Philologiae Uralicae Universitatis
Tartuensis. Doctoral dissertation, University of Tartu.

Edygarova, Svetlana. 2014. Negation in the Udmurt language. In Matti Miestamo, Anne
Tamm and Beata Wagner-Nagy (ed$\egation in Uralic languagesTypological
studies in Language, 108. 265-292. Amsterdam, Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Folli, Raffaella & Heidi Harley. 2003. On obligatory obligation: The composition of Italian
causatives. In Ana Castro, Valentine Hacquard & Andrés Pablo Salanova (eds.),
Romance Op., 47: Collected papers on Romance syMtaxVPL 47]. 87-113. Boston
MA: MIT.

Folli, Raffaella & Harley, Heidi. 2007. Causation, obligation, and argument structure: On the
nature of little v Linguistic Inquiry38(2): 197-238.

Fraurud, Kari. 2001. Possessives with extensive use: A source of definite articles? In Iréne
Baron, Michel Herslund, & Finn Sgrensen (edsDimensions of possession.
Typological Studies in Langauge 47. 243-267. Amsterdam, Philadelphia: John
Benjamins.

GeniuSien, Emma. 198The typology of reflexiveBerlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Georgieva, Ekaterina. 201Bjeneves szerkezetek az udmurt nyelyNlem-finite clauses in
Udmurt]. MA Thesis, University of Szeged.

Gerland, Doris. 2014. Definitely not Possessed? Possessive Suffixes with Definiteness
Marking Function. In Thomas Gamerschlang, Doris Gerland, Rainer Osswald &
Wiebke Petersen (eds.J;rames and Concept Types. Studies in Linguistics and
Philosophy Vol. 94. 269-292. Dordrecht: Springer.

Greenberg, Jospeh. H. 1963. Some universals of grammar with particular reference to the
order of meaningful elements. In: Joseph H. Greenberg, (¢niyersals of grammar.
73-113. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

GSzUJa.1962 pammamura cospemenrnoco yomypmckoco sa3vikd. KeBCK.

Guasti, Maria Teresa. 199%ausative and Perception Verbs. A Comparative Approach.
Turin: Rosenberg & Sellier.

Guasti, Maria Teresa. 1997. Romance causatives. In Liliane HaegemanT{ex.New

Comparative Syntaxi24-144. London: Longman.

182



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

Gulyas, Nikolett F. 2013. Towards a classification of impersonal constructions in Komi: a
functional-typological approach. In Marta Csepregi, Kata Kubinyi & Jari Sivonen
(eds.), Grammatika és kontextus. Uj szempontokuedli nyelvek kutatasaban IlI
[Grammar and context. New perspectives in the study of Uralic languages Ill]. 31-49.
Budapest: E6tvos Lorand Tudomanyegyetem, Finnugor Tanszek.

Halle, Morris & Alec Marantz. 1993. Distributed morphology and the pieces of inflection. In
Kenneth Hale & Samuel Jay Keyser (ed3he View from Building 20: Essays in
Linguistics in Honor of Sylvian Brombergdrl1-176. Cambridge MA: The MIT Press.

Halle, Morris & Alec Marantz. 1994. Some Key Features of Distributed MorphoRapers
on Phonology and Morphology, MITWRAL: 275-288.

Harley, Heidi & Rolf Noyer. 2000. Licensing in the non-lexicalist lexicon. In Bert Peeters
(ed.), The Lexicon/Encyclopaedia InterfaBd9-374. Amsterdam: Elsevier Press.

Harley, Heidi. 1995. Subjects, Events, and Licensing. Doctoral dissertation, MIT.

Harley, Heidi. 2005.0ne replacement, unaccusativity, acategorial roots, and Bare Phrase
Structure. In Yaroslav Gorbachov & Andrew Nevins (eds.),Harvard Working Papers in
Linguistics11. 59-78. Cambridge MA: Harvard.

Haspelmath, Martin. 1993. More on the typology of inchoative/causative verb alternations. In
Bernard Comrie and Maria Polinsky (edsQausatives and transitivity87-120.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Hawkins, John A. 1983. Word Order Universaiew York: Academic Press.

Horvath Julia & Tal Siloni. 2011. Causatives across compon@&dtural Language &
Linguistic Theory 30: 1-48.

Horvéath, Laura. 2013. On the aspectual markers of the Udmurt language: Expressions of
aspects in dialects. In Marta Csepregi, Kata Kubinyi & Jari Sivonen (Edarymatika
és kontextus. Uj szempontok az kutatdsaban [@tammar and context. New
perspectives in the study of Uralic languages Ill]. 108-123. Budapest: E6tvos Lorand
Tudomanyegyetem, Finnugor Tanszék.

lemmolo, Giorgio. 2010. Topicality and differential object marking Evidence from Romance
and beyond. Studies in Langua@d(2): 239-272.

Janhunen, Juha. 1981. On the structure of proto-UFlnisch-Ugrische Forschungef:
23-42.

Jespersen, Otto.192A modern English grammaron historical principld2art Ill: Syntax.
Second Volume. Heidelberg: Carl Winters.

Kayne, Richard. 1975. French Synt&ambridge Mass: MIT Press.

183



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

Kel'makov, Valentin & Sara Hannikainen. 1998dmurtin kielioppia ja harjoituksia
Apuneuvoja. Helsinki: Suomalais-Ugrilainen Seura.

Kemmer, Suzanne. 1993. The middle vofmasterdam: John Benjamins.

Kempson, Ruth. 1977. Semantic thed@ambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kitagawa, Yoshihisa. 1986. Subjects in Japanese and English. Doctoral Disseratation,
University of Massachusetts, Amherst.

Kolb, Hans-Peter. 1997. Is I-language a Generative Procedure? In Hankdeted.), GB-
Blues: Two EssayqNo. 110 in Arbeitspapiere des Sonderforschungsbereichs 340. 1-14.
Tlbingen: University of Tubingen.

Komlosy, Andras. 2000. A fiveltetés. In Ferenc Kiefer (ed.r&kturdlis magyar nyelvtan 3.
Morfolbgia. 215-293. Budapest: Akadémia Kiado.

Kondrateva, Natalia. V. 2000: Osobennosti vyrazhenija prjamogo objekta v udmurtskom
jazyke v zavisimosti ot charaktera glagola objekta. Permistika 6: 100-102

Kondratjeva, Natalia. V. 200Bo3nukHOBeHHE (OPMBI 3a710Ta B COBPEMEHHOM YIMYPTCKOM
s3bIKe. Becmuux Yomypmckozo ynueepcumema 1. 73-86.

Kondratjeva, Natalia. 2002/yrazhenije prjamogo objekta v udmurtskom jazyke (vistorikoso
postaviteljnom plane)zhevsk.

Kondratjeva, Natalia V. 201Kategorija padezhaimjemi susjestvitjeljnovo v udmurtskom
jazike lIzhevsk.

Kotkova 1993 =KotkoBa M. A. 1993.K Bompocy o 3aiorax B yaAMypTCKOM s3bIKe. BecTH.

VYam. yr-Ta. Ne 6.

Kozmécs, Istvan. 1994. A votjakineltets szerkezetekit [On casuatives in VotyakJ-olia
Uralica Debreceniensi8: 41-46.

Kozmacs, Istvan. 2002 Adalékok az antikauzativ/inchoativ igeparok tipologidjahoz az udmurt
alapjan [Observations relevant for the typology anticausative/inchoative verb pairs on
the basis of Udmurt]. In Edit Mészaros, Sdndor Szeverényi, Béagmer-Nagy (eds.),
Mikola-konferencia 200285-90. Szeged: SZTE Finnugor Tanszék.

Kozmacs, Istvan. 2007. Kontextus és grammatikalitas — az udmurt akkuzativusz hasznélatarol
[Context and grammar — on the use of the Udmurt accusative]. In Marta Csepregi and
Virpi Masonen (eds.),Grammatika és kontextus: 0j szempontok az urdli nyelvek
kutatasabarfGrammar and context: new perspectives in the study of Uralic languages].
156-165. Budapest: ELTE BTK Finnugor Tanszék.

184



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

Kozméacs, Istvan. 2008Az sk- képdazudmurt (votjak) igeképzésrendszeréeldine
suffix -s’k- in the system of the Udmurt verbformation]. Nyitra: Konstrantin Filozéfus
Egyetem, K6zép-eurdpai Tanulmanyok Kar.

Kramsky, Jii. 1972.The Article and the Concept of Definiteness in Langudde Hague:
Mouton.

Kratzer, Angelika. 1994. On external argumentsFumctional ProjectiongUniversity of
Massachusetts Occasional Papers 17]:103-130.

Kratzer, Angelika. 1996. Severing the external argument from its verb. In Johan Rooryck &
Laurie A. Zaring (eds.Rhrase Structure and the Lexicon. 109-137. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Kratzer, Angelika. 2003The Event Argument and the Semantics of Véviss, Available
from (http://semanticsarchive.net/Archive/GUINWM4Z/)

Kinnap, Ago. 2004. About the Non-Personal Definite Function of the Uralic 3rd Person
Possessive Suffix. Linguistica Uralica (Linguistica Uralick)1-4.

Laczko, Tibor. 1995.The Syntax of Hungarian Noun Phrases. A Lexical-Functional
Approach. Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang.

Lambrecht, Knud. 1994information structure and sentence form: Topic, focus, and the
mental representation of discourse referef@ambridge Studies in Linguistics 71.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Langacker, Roland. 1993. Reference-point constructions. Cognitive Lingdisti€33.

Lehmann, Winfred. P. 1973. A Structural Principle of Language and Its Implications.
Language49(1): 47-66.

Lehtisalo, Toivo. 1936. Uber die priméaren uralischen Ableitungssuffixe. Suomalais-ugrilaisen
Seuran Toimituksia / Memoires de la Societe Finno-ougrié@ne

Leinonen, Marja. 1998. The postpositive partid¢te of Northern Russian dialects, compared
with Permic languages (Komi Zyryan). In Jyrki Papinniemi, Jouko Lindstedt and Pekka
Pesonen (eds.), Studia Slavica Finlandensia XV: 74-90.

Levin, Beth & Malka Rappaport Hovav. 199%Inaccusativity: At the Syntax-Lexical
Semantics Interfacé.inguistic Inquiry Monographs 26. Cambridge, MA : MIT Press..

Levin, Beth & Malka Rappaport Hovav.1999. Two Structures for Compositionally Derived
Events. In Tanya Matthews and Devon Strolovitc (ed&9ceedings of SALY. 199-

223. Ithaca: CLC Publications.
Lyons, Christopher. 1999. Definitene€ambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Lytkin 1957 =JIsitkun, B. W. 1957. Hcmopuueckasl pammamuxa komu s3vika. CHIKTBIBKAP.

Manzini, Rita. 1983. On Control and Control Theory. Linguistic Inqi#y3): 421-446.

185



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

Marantz, Alec. 19840n the nature of grammatical relations. Cambridge, Massachusetts,
London, England: The MIT Press.

Marantz, Alec. 1995. A late note on late insertion. In Young-Sun Kim, Byung-Choon Lee,
Kyoung-Jae Lee, Kyun-Kwon Yang & Jong-Kuri Yoon (edsBExplorations in
generative grammai396-413. Seoul: Hankuk Publishing.

Marantz, Alec. 1997. No Escape from Syntax: Don’'t Try Morphological Analysis in the
Privacy of our Lexicon. In: Alexis Dimitriadis, Laura Siegel, Clarissa Surek-Clark, and
Alexander Williams (eds.),Proceedings of the 21st Annual Penn Linguistics
Colloquium 201-225. Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania.

Marantz, Alec. 2000Words WCCFL presentation, Los Angeles.

Marantz, Alec. 2001Words and thingsVis., MIT.

Marantz, Alec. 20050bjects out of the lexicon: objects as event. Talk presented at the
University Vienna.

Mérkus, Andrea Nilsen. 2015. Taming the Hungarian (in)transitivity zoo. Doctoral
Dissertation, University of Tromso.

Matushansky, Ora. 2012. On the Internal Structure of Case in Finno-Ugric Small Clauses.
Finno-Ugric Languages and Linguistid$1-2): 3-43.

Miestamo, Matti. 2005.Standard negation: the negation of declarative verbal main clauses
in a typological perspectivderlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Mikola, Tibor. 1995. Kausative Konstruktionen in den uralischen Spradidéprajz és
Nyelvtudomany6: 251-265.

Mikola, Tibor. 1999. A magyar fiveltets szerkezet torténete, finnugor hattere [The history
and Finno-Ugric background of the Hungarian causative construction]., In Laszlé Buky
& Tamas Forgacs (eds.®\ nyelvtorténeti kutatasok ujabb eredményeMbagyar és
finnugor mondattérténeffThe most recent results of diachronic research I. Hungarian
and Finno-Ugric diachronic syntax]L09-120. Szeged: JATE Magyar Nyelvészeti
Tanszék.

Miyagawa, Shigeru. 1998s)aseas an elsewhere causative and the syntactic nature of words.
Journal of Japanese Linguistid$: 67-110.

Nadasdy, Adam. 2002. Latszédik. Magyar Narap682/03/28, p.40.

Naess, Ashild. 2004. What markedness marks: The markedness problem with direct objects.
Lingua 114: 1186-1212.

Neess, Ashild. 2007.Prototypical transitivity Typological Studies in Language 72.

Amsterdam, Philadelphia: John Benjamins .

186



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

Nedyalkov, Vladimir P. & G. G. Silnitsky. 1973. The typology of morphological and lexical
causatives. In Ferenc Kiefer (edJrends in Soviet Theoretical Linguistic-32.
Dordrecht: Reidel.

Nedyalkov, Vladimir P. 1969. Nekotorye Verojatnostnye Universalii v Glagol'nom
Slovoobrazovanii [On some statistical universals in verb-formation.] In Igor F. Vardul’
(ed.), lazykovye Universalii i Lingvisticheskaja Tipologija. . 106-114. Moscow: Nauka.

Nemesi, Attila Laszl6. 2003. A magyarineltets szerkezet esetkiosztasanak kérdéséhez [On
the issue of case assignment in the Hungarian causative construction]. In Zsuzsanna
Gécseq (ed.),LingDok 2. Nyelvész-doktoranduszok dolgozftaigDok 2. Papers by
graduate students of linguistics.]. 71-94 Szeged: JATE Press.

Nikolaeva, Irina and Mary Dalrymple. 2006. Syntax of Natural and Accidental Coordination:
Evidence from Agreement. Languag2(4): 824-849.

Nikolaeva, Irina. 2001. Secondary topic as a relation in information strutingistics39
(1): 1-49.

Nikolaeva, Irina. 2003. Possessive affixes as markers of markers of information structures:
Evidence from Uralic. In Pirkko Suihkonen & Bernard Comrie (edstgrnational
Symposium on Deictic Systems and Quantification in Languages Spoken in Europe and
North and Central Asial30-145. Izhevsk: Udmurt State University; Leipzig: Max
Planck Institute of Evolutionary Anthropology.

Nikolett, F. Gulyas & Yulia Speshilova. 2014. Impersonals and passives in contemporary
Udmurt. In Cornelius Hasselblatt and Beata Wagner-Nagy (deéisnjsch-Ugrische
Mitteilungen Band 38. 59-91. Hamburg: Helmut Buske Verlag.

Parsons, Terence. 199vents in the Semantics of English: A Study of Subatomic Semantics
Cambridge MA: The MIT Press.

Pesetsky, David. 1995. Zero Synt@ambridge MA: MIT Press.

Pifion, Cristopher. 2001. Midelling the causative-inchoative alternati@mguistische
Arbeitsberichter6: 273-293.

Pullum, Geoffrey K. & Arnold M Zwicky. 1992. A misconceived approach to morphology. In
Dawn Bates (ed.)The Proceedings of the Tenth West Coast Conference on Formal
Linguistics 387-398. Stanford, CA: CSLI Publications.

Pylkkanen, Liina. 2000. Representing causatives. In Brendan Jackson, & Tanya Matthews
(eds.), Proceedings of SALT khaca, N.Y.: CLC Publications.

Pylkkanen, Liina. 2002ntroducing ArgumentsDoctoral dissertation, M.1.T.

Pylkkanen, Liina. 2008ntroducing ArgumentCambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

187



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

Ramchand, Gillian. 2008/erb Meaning and the Lexicon: A First-phase Syn@ambridge:
CUP.

Raun, Alo. 1988. Proto-Uralic comparative historical morphosyntax. In Denis. Sinor (ed.).
The Uralic Languages: Description, History and Foreign Influences. 555-571. Leiden::
Brill

Rédei, Karoly. 1988. Die syrjanische Sprache. In Denis Sinor (Bag),Uralic languages:
Description, History and Foreign Influencekl1-130. Leiden: Birill.

Reinhart, Tanya & Tal Siloni. 2005. The Lexicon-Syntax Parameter: Reflexivization and
Other Arity Operationd.inguistic Inquiry 36: 389-436.

Reinhart, Tanya 2000The Theta System: Syntactic realization of verbal conc&pisS
Working papers. 00.01/TL. Utrechz University.

Reinhart, Tanya. 2002. The theta system: An overview. Theoretical Linguistics 28: 229-290.

Saksena, Anuradha. 1980. The affected agent. Landafaggd2-26.

Salanki. Zsuzsanna. 200Az udmurt nyelv mai helyzef@he situation of the Udmurt
language today]. Doctoral dissertation, ELTE.

Salminen, Esa-Jussi. 2008dmurtin kielen ez-paatteinen ja paatteeton suoraohjdks.,
University of Turku.

Samardzic, Tanja & Paola Merlo. 2012. The Meaning of Lexical Causatives in Cross-
Linguistic Variation.Linguistic Issues in Language Technolagyl2): 1-14. Standord,

CA: CSLI Publications.

Schafer, Florian, Artemis Alexiadou, Mariangeles Cano, Gianina lordachioaia & Fabienna
Martin. 2014. The realization of external arguments in nominalizatidmstnal of
Comparative Germanic Linguistids: 73-95.

Schafer, Florian. 2008The syntax of (anti-)causativeg\msterdam/Philadelphia: John
Benjamins.

Schlachter, Wolfgang. 1960. Studien zum Possessivsuffix des Syrjanischen. Berlin: Akademie-
Verlag.

Shibatani, Masayoshi. 1973. Semantics of Japanese causativiz&bomdations of
Languages327-373.

Shibatani, Masayoshi. 1990'he Languages of Japan. Cambridge Language Surveys.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Siewierska, Anna. 1984The Passive: A comparative linguistic analysis. London: Croom

Helm.

188



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

Siewierska, Anna & Dik Bakker. 2008ase and alternative strategida. Andrej Malchukov
& Andrew Spencer (eds.’he Oxford Handbook of Cas290-303. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Siewierska, Anna. 2011. Passive Constructions. In Matthew S. Dryer & Martin Haspelmath
(eds.), The World Atlas of Language Structures Online. Chapter 107. Leipzig: Max
Planck Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology Available from
http://wals.info/chapter/107A

Smith, Carlotta. 1970. Jespersen’s ‘Move and Change’ Class and Causative Verbs. In
Mohammad Ali Jazayery, Edgard Polomé & Werner Winter (eBsglish. Linguistic
and Literary Studies in Honor of Archibald A. Hill. Vol. 2: Descriptive Lingusitl€s -

109. The Hague: Mouton.

Speshilova, Yulia. V. 200& npobineme GpyHKIIMOHUPOBAHKS YAMYPTCKOTO SI3bIKA B JIEPEBHE
AnekcanapoBo Kesckoro paitona Yamyprckoir Pecnyomuku. In Jleonos, H. U. (ed.)
XXXV| umocosas nayumas xongepenyus, noceawennas 450zemuto 000posonvHo20
exoxcoenus Yomypmuu 6 cocmas Pyccuiickoii ®@eodepayuu. Wxesck: T'OYBIIO,

Y amyprckuit rocynaptcTBeHHBIN yHUBEepcuTeT. 405-408.

Suihkonen, Pirkko. 1990.Korpustutkimus Kkeilitypologiassa sovellettuna udmurttiin.
Suomalaisugrilaisen seruan toimituksia Vol. 207. Helsinki: Suomalais-Ugrilainen
Seura.

Szabolcsi, Anna & Laczkd, Tibor. 1992. Anévi csoport szerkezete [The structure of the
noun phrase]. In Ferenc Kiefer (ed3trukturalis magyar nyelvtan 1. Mondattan
[Hungarian structural grammar 1. Syntax]. 179-298. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiado.

Talmy, Leonard. 1975. Figure and Ground in complex sentenc@soteedings of the First
Annual Meeting of the Berkeley Linguistics Socieh®-430.

Tanczos, Orsolya. 2011. Szérendi variaciok és lehetséges okaik az udmurtban [Word order
variation and its possible causes in Udmuxlyelvtudoméanyi Kdzleménydk7: 218-
229.

Tanczos, Orsolya. 2013. A Syntactic Approach to Udmurt CausaBreharest Working
Papers in LinguisticsXV( 2): 61-76.

Tanczos, Orsolya. 2013. Hogy ... hogy — Ketk66szok az udmurt mondatban [That ... that
— double complementizers in Udmurt]. In Katalin E. Kiss & Attila Hegedis Attila
(eds.),Nyelvelmélet és kontaktologia 2 [Language theory and contactolo@yr2}293.
Piliscsaba: PPKE.

189



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

Tanczos, Orsolya. 2014. Towards an analysis of the causative/non-causative alternation in
Udmurt. Acta Linguistica Hungarica 61(3): 297-315.

Timerkhanova, Nadezhda N. 2011. Osobennost’ porjadka slov v prozaicheskikh
proizvedenijakh G. E. Vereshchagina i v sovremennom udmurtskom jazyke. In
Tipologicheskie aspekty mnogojazychija v sovremennom obrazovatel’nom prosfranstve
180-185. Izhevsk: Izdatelstvo ,,Udmurtskij Universitet”.

Titter, Robert.Oxford Style Manual2003. “Slavonic Languages” Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Toth, lldikd. 2000. Inflected infinitives in Hungarian. Doctoral Dissertation, University of Til-
burg.

Trevifio, Esthela. 1994.as causativas del espafiol con complemento de infinitivo. Mexico: El
Colegio de México.

Tubino Blanco, Mercedes. 201Causatives in MinimalismLinguistik Aktuell, Linguistics
Today 179]. Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Vennemann, Theo. 1974. Topics Subjects, and Word Order: From SXV to SVX via TVX. In:
John. M. Anderson & Charles. Jones (eddi$torical Linguistics:Proceedings of the
First International Congress of Historical Linguistics, Edinburgh, September 1973, vol.
Il. 339-376. Amsterdam, Oxford: North-Holland.

Vilkuna, Maria. 1998. Word order in European Uralic. In Anna Siewierska @drstituent
order in the languages of Europ¥73—-235. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Vogel, Ralf. 2006.Degraded Acceptability and Markedness in Syntax, and the Stochastic
Interpretation of Optimality Theoryln Gisbert Fanselow, Carolyne Féry, Matthias
Schlesewsky & Ralf Vogel (edsradience In Grammar. Generative Perspectives
246-269. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Wichmann, Yrd. 1901Wotjakische Sprachproben II, Sprichwoérter, Ratsel, Marchen, Sagen
und Erzahlungen. Suomalais-ugrilaisen Seuran Aikakauskirja XIX: 1. Helsinki:
Suomalais-Ugrilainen Seura.

Wichmann, Yrj6. 1923-1924. Zur permischen Grammaik. AIBF143-163.

Widemann, Ferdinand. J. 195Grammatik der wotjakischen Sprache nebst einem kleinen
wotjakisch-deutschen und deutsch-wotjakischen Wérterb&ehal: Kluge & Strohm.
Wiese, Bernd. 2004Jnterspezifizierte Stammparadigmen: Zur Systematik des Verbalablauts

im Gegenwartsdeutschen. Ms., IDS Mannheim. Available from www.ids-

mannheim.de/gra/personal/wiese.html.

190



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2016.012

Wiese, Bernd. 2005. Form and function of verb ablaut in contemporary standard German.

Robin Sackmann (ed.Explorations in Integrational Linguistic97-151. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins.

Winkler, Eberhard. 2000Jdmurt Languages of the World. Materials 212. Minchen: Lincom
Europa.

Winkler, Eberhard. 2011. Udmurtische Grammatlkesbaden: Harrassowitz..

Wurmbrand, Susi. 2001. Infinitives: Restructuring and clause strudBasin: de Gruyter.

191





